TABLE 5.2

Ak

Detailed Evaluation of R
Forest Steet Site

Jacksomile Ash Feasibiity Study, Revision 1

Alternative: Alternative 2- Soli Cover with Excavation and Offsite Alternative 3- Shallow Excavatlon, Offsite Disposal, and Seil
Criterlon Alternative 1- No Further Action Disposal Cover Alternative 4 Deep Excavation and Offsite Disposat
(b) Adequacy and « Not applicable ¢ Adminisiat ictions are exp to be efiective in minimizing  »  Administraty ictions are exp to be eflective in minimizing the o Administrative resbictons are exp d to be eflective in minimizing
refiability of the potential for surface spreading of soll excavated from below the potential for surface spreading of soil excavated from below the soil cover. the potential for surface spreading of soil excavated from below
controls sod cover. Area contractors would be made aware of the QUi ts Area would ba made aware of the requirements for proper buildi iy g or sidewalks. Area contractors would

for proper disposal of subsurface soil from the area as they oblain the
necessary bulding permit. Residents would also be made aware of

disposal of subsurface soil from the area as they obtain the necessary
building permit. Residents would also be made aware of he need for

most kely pertorm such excavatons and would be made ware of the
requirements for praper disposal of subsurface soil from [he area as

the need for proper disposal 1t is unlikely that a resident would proper disposal. H is unfikely that a resident would excavate soil from below they obtain the necassary building permit
excavate alage area of subsurface sod and spread it on the surface 2eet or excavate atarge area of subsurface soil and spread it on the .
because il woudd require use of excavation equipment that most surface because it would most ikely require use of excavation equipment
fesidents are not trained to operate. Smalter hand excavations, such that residents are nol trained to operate. Smalter hand excavations, such
as that necessary Io plant bushes, are undikety to result in a as that necessary fo plant bushes, are uniikely lo be at depths greater than
ial exp aea, the 2 foot cover thick of resultin a sub: p aea
4. Reduction of foxicity, mability, or volume twough treatment
(a) Treatment process o Not applicable. e Solidfication/stabiization of 50il and ash exceeding YCLP limits. *» Soidificati bili of soil and ash ing TCLP limits « Sofidific of soil and ash ding TCLP limits.
used
(b) Degree and quantity » Not appécable. * Anestimated 5,000 y6® of soil'ash would be treated to reduce the * Anestimated 13,000 yob of soil/ash would be treated io reduce the * Anestimated 15,000 yd*of sailiash would be trealed to reduce the
of TMV reduction leachabiity of tead 10 less than § mgAL, as measured wsing the TCLP leachabelity of lead to less than 5 mgAL. as measured using the TCLP test. leachability of lead to less than § mg/L, as measured using the TCLP
test fest
{c} tmeversibility of TMV  »  Not applicable. + Leadis not destroyed in the sofidificati process but * Lead s not destroyed in the solidificationvstabitization process but ratherits  » Lead is nol destroyed in the solidification/stablization process but

reduction

(d) Type and quantity of
reatment residuals

(€} Statutory preference
for beatment as a
principal alement

» None, because no treatment included.

« Preference not met because 1o active
treatment included.

rather its mobility is significantly reduced. The teated soilash would
be contained in a Subtite D landfill, further reducing its potential o
migrate.

The treated residuals willinclude the 5,000 yd*of soiash pius the
siabilizatiorvsofidificaion egent. The solidificationvstabilization agents
will notincrease the volume of treated sails substartiafy,
Preference met because teatment is directed at the contaminants
posing the principal threat.

mobility is significantly reduced. The treated soiliash would be contained in
3 Subtitle D landfil, further reducing its patential to migrate.

The treated residuals wil indude the 13,000 yd? of soillash pius the
stabilization/solidification agent. The solidification/stabiization agents will
fot increase the volume of teated soils substantiafly.

Preference met because treatment is directed at the contaminants posing
the prncipal tiveat.

rather its mobility is significantly reduced The treated sit'ash would be
contained in a Subtitie D landfill, further reducing its potential to
migrats.

The teated residuals will include the 15,000 yd? of soilash plus the
stabilizabiorvsolidification agent Tha solidificatonVstabilizaton agents
will not increase the volume of treated sois substantially.

Preference met because treatment is dinected a the comaminants
posing the principal threat.

§. Short-term effectiveness
(3} Prolection of

» No construction activities, so no risks to
workers.

workers during
remedial action
0} Frotection of * No construction activises, 50 no short-term
community during risks to community
remedia action
(¢} Emd e Nog activives, so no
impacts of remedial emvironmental impacts from remedial
ation action
{d) Time untit RAOs ® RAO's not achieved.
are achieved

-

Emplaying appropriate health and safety p and

equipment can minimize risks to workers from exposure to
contaminants. Construction-related injury risks would also be
minimized ihrough impiementation of the plan.

Risks to comsmunity during construction would be minimized tvough
implementation of a construction health and safety ptan. Specific
elements of plan woutd focus on minimizing dust generation thiough
use of dust control measwes such as soif wetting and minimizing
safety threats to the community by control of access to the
constucton area

Also truck tansport routes wodd be selected fo minimize impacts
from noise and i iated with the estl 14,000
truckloads of sof that would be Fransported to or from the site. Based
on a 20-month construction schedule about 23 trucks would be
entering and leaving the sie each day.

Envionmental impacts wil likely be limiled to erosion of soils during
excavation. The impacts can be minimized thvough the use of

propriate erosion control Or syeam diversion during
construction.

RAQs achi at completion of the esti 204month construction
schedule.

Emplaying appropriate health and safety procedures and protective * Employing appropriate health and salely procedures and protectve
equipment can minimize nisks (o workers from o i quip can minimize risks to workers rom exposure to
Construction-related injury risks would also be minimized through ¢contaminants, Constuction-velated injury rishs would aiso be
implementation of the plan, imized through impl ion of the plan. .

Risks to community during construction would be minimized through « Risksto ity during would be minimized thiough
implementation of a construction heaitn ana sarety plan. Specific el L WMok of & corstruction heatth and safety plan. Specific

of plan wotdd focus on minimizing dust generation through use of dust
control measures such as sod wetting and minimezing safety threats to the
community by conlrot of access to the constructon area.

Also truck transport routes would be selected to minimize impacts from
noise and inconvenience associated with the estimated 34,000 truchloads
of soit that would be transported to o ¥om the site. Based o a 27-month
construction schedide about 41 rucks wauld be entering and leaving the
site each day.

Environmental impacts wil Lizely be limited 1o erosion of soils during
excavation. The impacts can be minimized thvough the use of appropriate
£005i0n conliol measures or sream diversion during consucton.

RAOQs achigved at completion of the estimated 27-month constuction
schedule:

el&nents of pian would focus on minimizing dust generation through
use of dust control measures such as so# wetting and minimizing

. Safety threats to the community by confrol of access to the consiruction

area
Also truck tansport routes woutd be selected to minimize impacts from
noise and i ience iated with the est 39.000
fruckloads of soil that would be ransported-to or from the site. Based
on a 27-month construction schedule about 47 trucks would be
entering and leaving the site each day.
Environmenta impacts wil ikely be limited o erasion of soils during
excavation. The impacts can be minimized through the use of
appropriate erosion control measures or stream diversion dunng
construction.

RAOs achieved at complebon of the estmated 27.month
construction scheduie.
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TABLE §-2

Detailed Evaluation of R Alt

Forest Sties! Site

Jacksonville Ash Feasibiity Study, Revision 1

Afternativa 2. Solf Cover with Excavation and Offsite

Alternative: Alternative 3- Shallow E: , Offsite Disp |, and Soll
Criterion Alternative 1- No Further Actlon Disposal Covar Al 4-Deop E lon and Otfsite Disposal
6. implementabiity

{8) Technical feasibility » No technical constraints.

 No technical constraints although construcion contractor selection
and oversight wil be important in successul project performance.

No lechnical constraints aithough construction contractor selection and
oversight will be important in successfut project performance.

* No lechnical constraints although construction contractor selection and
ight will be imp in ful project pert

{b) Administrative * Noimpediments. » Excavation and placement of soil cover on residental properties will o Excavation and placement of sofl cover on residential properbes wil require o E. ion on residential properties will require extensi di
feasibifity require i di with local ity officials and i dination with local y officials and indivdual with kocal community officials and individual residents.
indvidud residents. residents * Adminisative restrictions wil also requira close coordination with local
* Administrative restricons will also requie close coordination with * Administative restrictions wil also require close coordination with focal officials.
focal officials. officials.
(c) Avaiabitity of * None needed. * Trad Ridge landfil has sufficient capacity to accept soi for disposal « Tral Ridge landfil has sufficient capacity b accept sof for disposal. * Trail Ridge landfil has sufficient capacity o accept saxl for disposal.
m:smﬂ * Services and materials readily available for other alternative * Services and materials readily available for other ahternati * Services and materidls readily available for ofher altemative
7. Total Cost Capital Cost $0 Capital Cost $12,800,000 Capnal Cost $21,600,000 Capital Cost $24,200.000
Average Annual O3M Cost  $5.200 Average Annual O&M Cost $31,000 Average Annual O8M Cost $65.000 Average Annual O8M Cost 30
Total Present Worth Cost ~ $70,000 Total Present Worth Cost $13.200,000 Totd Presem Worth Cost $22,500.000 Total Present Worth Cost $24,200,000

*For a detailed listing and analysis of key ARARS, see Appendix D,

ROD Table 56
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TABLE &4

Detailed Evaluation of Remedial Aternatives

5n & Cleveland Site
Jacksonville Ash Feasibility Study, Revision 1
Altamative:
Criterion Alternative 1- No Further Action ANemative 2- Soil Cover with Excavation and Offsite Disposai Altemattve 3- Shallow Excavation, Offsite Dlsposal, and Soil Cover Alternative 4 Deep Excavation and Offulte Disposal
1. Overalt protection of o Therisks to residents exposed to the o The soil cover, admini iclions and ofthe creek o The soil cover, removal of shaliow soils RGOs in resid o The aton and offsite disposal of soils exceeding RGOs and
human heaith and the surface or subsurface soll for the school banks are protective of human heaith and the environment. aeas, administrative restrictions and stabilization of the creek banks are stabilization of the creek banks are protective of human heaith and the
environment propesty area and the fenced areanorth of o o8 cover mirkmizes potential for direct contact with soi exceeding protective of human health and the environment environment. )
the property would continue  exceed the RGOs. thus preventing unacceptable risks from this exposwre path. o Soil cover minimizes potential for direct contact with sail exceeding RGOs,  » Direct contact risks are efiminated through removal of the soil posing
&1?;9'33“:""‘1’“ “‘d‘e’ "5: ""ES{'E‘; (H'l « Potentia for human exposure b subsurface sail il be d thus preventing plable risks from this exposure path. unacceptable fisks.
?ﬁ o )an sedan oix through administrative restictions. . Pa(en_u'a! for human exposure to subsurface sod below 2 feet will be * Risksto .lu'rasmm Nala from direct contact with contaminated qmi are
y ) . » Risk assessment concluded (hat a potefiial unacceptable aisk exists minimized through administrative restrictons. neary eliminated. Sof exceeding j}GoS will remain below bulldings.
e D ot 4o o onan=® fomingestion of egetaies rown'n sol withlead exceeting RGOS, + So cover reduces ks o lenestia iota om direct contact wih ys, and
concentraions greater than this value in Excavation and backfilling with topsoil to depths of 2 feet would be contaminated soil. « Erosionof surface soi and soil along stream banks exceeding RGOs is
residential areas sumounding the school flecessary in areas where residents maintain vegetable gardens. « Erosion of soil exceeding RGOs is prevented thugh soil cover. eliminated.
property are considered apotential public  ® S0 cover reduces risks to temestriat biota from drect contact with « Risks related to construchon are manageable athough dust conrol wil be  * Risks refated to construction could be significant and would have to be
health threat, depending on the contaminated 5oi. important and safe foading and Tansport of an estmated 36,000 Tucks actively managed. Oust control eflorts wil be important because neary
bioavailabilty of iead and the level of o Erosion of soil exceeding RGOs is prevented hvough soil cover. during the 45 month construction period will be important %ﬁwmmﬂtw s ofbad"ﬁ"vr o loaded
oo A RIS, i ncusrin e margeale hagh dst e e g ot
« Land use restrictions to mininiize potential will be important and safe loading and transport of an estimated ; 9
1o subsurt x 17,000 trucks during the H-month consbuction period will be estimated 38,000 trucks to be loaded and driven through the
RGOS would not be en: hd ! surrounding neighborhoods during the 45-month construction period.
2. Comgtiance with o The EPA chemical- specific ARAR 0f 400« The EPA chemical- specific ARAR of 400 mg/kg for fead would be » The EPA chemical-specific ARAR of 400 mg/kg lor lead wouid be met by~ The EPA chemical-specific ARAR of 400 mgg for tead woud be met
ARARs* mg/kg for lead would not be met by this met by this attemative. this aitenative. by this altenative.
altemative because exposurs o soils o FAC 62-785 Brownfietd Cleanup Criteria of a munimum of 2 feet of sol o RCRA requirements for disposa of contaminated soil would be met o RCRA requirements for disposal of contaminated soil would be met.
::‘nt:‘:oncgw 400 parts pes million (pprm) lead meeting residential cleanup criteria would not be met. However this Specifically, excavated soit would be tested for TCLP lead and the sod Spexifically, excavated soil would be tested for TCLP lead and the soil

reguiation is a TBC and is not required to be met for the Jacksonville
Ash Site.

RCRA requirements for disnosal oi contaminaled soll would be met
Spacifically, excavated sod would be tested lor TCLP lead and the soil
woutd be treated 1o levels below the TCLP imit of 5 mg/L. LORs for
contaminated sod {the higher of 90% reduction in constituent
concentrations or 10 x UTS) would aiso be mel prior to landfifing the
sod as a sofid waste.

Regulations requiring controt of efosion and particulate emissions
during construction activites would be met.

would be freated to levels below the TCLP fimit of S mgAL.. LORs for
contarminated sod (the tugher of 0% reduction in consbluent
concentrations or 10 x UTS) would aiso be met prior (o landfilling the soil as
a solid waste.

Regulations requiring control of erosion and particulate emissions dunng
construction activities would be met.

woukd be treated to levels below the TCLP imit of § mg/L. LORs for
contaminated soil (the higher of 90% reduction in consttuent
concentratons or 10 x UTS) would also be met prioc b landfiliing the
soil as a sofid waste.

Regulations requiring control of erosion and particulate emissions
during construction activties would be met.

J. Longterm effectveness and permanence

{a) Magnitude of .
residua nsks

"ROD Table 57
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No significant change in nish because no
action taken.

Volume of soil exceeding RGOs s 240,000
y&.

.

The soll cover pravents nsks related to direct contact with surficial
soils. Residual direct contact nisks exceeding acceplable levels
however would ocour i subsurface soil from excavations was spread
on the surfaca where long-lerm exposure 10 1he sail coud oCCi.

The soil caver prevenis asks retated to direct contact with swificial sotls.
Residual direct contact risks exceeding acceplable fevels however woud
occwr f subsurface sol was spread on the surface whese long-term
exposure 10 the soil couid octw. Based on the risk assessment resulls lor
to subsurface soll. these rishs would be a Hl of 7 and an ELCR of

Based onthe risk results for exp to xface soi,
these risks would be a Hi of 7 and an ELCR of 1.3 x 10~ In addilion
iead concentrations greater than 400 mg/kg would occur € subsurface
501l was spread on the surlace. This presents a polential public heaith
Uveal, depending on the broavalability of lead and the level of
exposwre palhway completeness.

Residual volume of soil exceeding RGOs Is 175,000 yd*.

Potertid unacteptable risks would occur f vegetables were grownin
areas where lead exceeds RGOs in the root zone of he plants

1.3x 10*. In addibon lead concent ations greater than 400 mgkg would
occur § subsurface soll was spread on the surface. This presents a
potentidl public heaith threat. depending on the bioavalability of lead and
the level of exposure pathway comgpleteness

Residual volume of soil exceeding RGOs fs 100.000 yd.

Resitual risks related to drect contact would remain only if soils
exceeding RGOs from below buildings, roadways, driveways and
sidewalks e excavated and spread on the surface. Based on the risk

fesylts for 10 subsurface soil, these nsks woutd
be aHi of 7 and an ELCR of 1.3x 10+, In addition a potentia public
health thveat from exposure to lead concentrations greater than 400
mg/g would occur if subsurface soif was spread on the surface.
Residua volume of sail exceeding RGOs (i.e. below buildings,
o and sidewalks) is 95,000 yg?.
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TABLE §-1

Detailed Evaiuition of Remedial Aternatives
5 & Cleveland Site

Jacksonville Ash Feasibility Study, Rewsion

A 3. Shatlow E: , Offsita Disposal, and Solt Cover

Alemnative 2- Soll Cover with and Offstte Disposal

Altamative 4- Deep Excavation and Offsits Disposal

Altsrnative:
Criterion Alternative {- No Further Action
{(b) Adequacy and « Not appticable
reliability of
controls

Administrative restrictons are expected to be eflective in minimizing
the potential for surface spreading of sofl excavated from below the

Administrative restrictions are expected o be efective in minimizing the
potentia for surface spreading of sol excavaled from below the soil cover.

50d cover. Area contractors would be made aware of the requ
for proper disposal of subsurface soil from the area as they obtain the
Y building penmit. would also be made aware of
the need for proper dispesal. It is uniikely that a resident would
excavate a lorge area of subsurface soil and spread it on the surface
because it would require use of excavation equipment that most
residents are not tained to operate. Smaler hand excavations, such
a8 hat necessary to plant bushes, are unlikely o restht in &
substanta exposure area

Area s woud be made aware of the requirements for proper
disposal of subsurface sof om the area as they oblain the necessary
building permit. Residents would aiso be made aware of the need for
proper disposal. It is unlikely that a resident would excavate soil from below
2feet or excavate alarge area of subsirface soil and spread il on the
surface because it would most iikely require use of excavation equipment
that residents are nol trained to operate. Smaller hand excavations, such
as that necessary to plant bushes, are unlikely 1o be al depihs greater than
the 2 foot cover thi of resultin a bl aea.

.

Administrative restrictions are expected o be effective in minimizing
the potential for surface spreading of soi excavated from below
building: dways, dri ys of sidewalks. Area 5 would
most liely perfarm such excavations and would be made aware of the
requinements for proper disposal of subsurface soil from the area as
they obtain the necessary budlfing permit

4. Redugtion of toxicity. mobiity, or volume through treatment
(3) Treatment process o Not applicabls.
used

{b) Degree and quantity
of TV reduction

s Not applicable.

{c) Imeversibility of TMV
reduction

* Not apphcable.

(d) Type and quantity of « Nane, because no treatment included.
treatment residuals

(e) Statutory preference o Preference not met because o active

Solidificatorvstabiization of soit and ash exceeding TCLP limits.

An estimated 6,500 yd* of soiash woult be treated to reduce the
leachability of lead to less than 5 mgAL, as measured using the TCLP
tast

Leadis not yed in the solidifi ion process but
rathes its mobity is signficantly reduced The treated soi/ash would
be contained in a Subtite D landfit, fusthes seducing its potential to
The treated residuals wil include the 6,500 yd* of soiiash plus the
stabilization/sotidification agent. The solidification/stabilization agents
will not increase the volume of trealed soils substantialty.

Preference met because reatment is directed 31 the conaminants

Sliddication/stabiization of soil and ash exceeding TCLP limits

An estimated 14,000 v of soiliash would be treated to reduce the
{eachabity of lead to less than 5 mght.. as measured using the TCLP test

Lead is not destoyed in the solidification/stabilizaion process tut rather its
mobility is significandy reduced. The treated soil/ash would be contained in
a Subtitle D {andfil, lurther reducing its potentias to migrate.

The veated residuals will include the 14,000 yd® of sci/ash plus the
stabilization/sdlidification agent. The solidific atior/stabilization agents will
notincrease the volume of brealed soils substantially

Preference met because treatiment is directed at the contarminants posing

Solidification/stabilization of soil and ash exceeding TCLP limits.

An estimated 14,500 yd' of solash would b Feated to redike e
leachability of lead to less than 5 mgAL, as measured using the TOLP
test.

Leadis not destroyed in the solidificaon/stabization process but
rather its mobility is significanty reduced. The treated soilash would be
contained in-a Subtitle O landfil, further reducing its patential o
migrate.

The treated residuas wil include the 14,500 yd? of sai/ash plus the
stabikizabon/soligification agent. The solidificatiorvstabilization agents
will not increase the volume of treatad soils substantially.

Preferance met because treatment is directed at the contamunants

for yeatment as a Yveament induded. posing the principal threat the principal threat posing the principal threat.
principal element
5. Shorterm eflectiveness

(a) Protection of * No constructon activiies. so no risks o o Employing appropriate health and safety procedures and p « Emgloying priale health and safety procedures and prolective » Employing appropriate health and salety prcedures and prolective
workers during workers. equipment can minimize risks to workers from exposure lo equipment Can minimize fisks to workers from exposure fo inants. ip can minimize risks to workers kom exposure lo
remedial acton contaminants. Constructon-related injury risks would also be Canstruction-related injury risks would also be minimized through contaminants. Construction-retated injury risks would also be

minimized through implementation of the plan. implementation of the plan. minimized through implementation of the plan,

{b) Protection of * No construction ackvites, so no shortterm — «  Risks to y during would be mi through  « Risksto ity during would be through » Risks 10 y during would be d through
community dunng risks to community. implementation of a construction heatth and safety plan. Specific implementation of a constructon health and safety plan. Specific imph bon of & ion health and safety plan. Specific
remedial action elements of plan would focus on minimizing dust generation through of plan would focus on minimizing dust generation through use of dust elements of plan would focus on nwrimizing dust generation though

use of dust control measures such as sol wetting and minimizing conol measures such as soil welting and minmezing safety Uireats to the usa of dust control measwres such as sod wetting and minimizing
safety threats to the community by control of access to the community by control of access to the construction area. satety threats to the community by contro! of access (o the construction
construction area * Also truch ransport routes would be selected to minimize impacts from area

* Also fruck ransport routes would be selected to minimize impacts noise and i e iated with the est 36 puckdoads e Also truek ransport routes would be selected to minimize impacts from
from noise and i ience iated with the d 17.000 of soil that would be transported 1o of fiom the sde. Based on a 45-month noise and inconvenience associaled with the estimated 33.000
truckioads of soil that would be transported 1o or from the site. Based construction schedule about 26 trucks would be entering and leaving the truckdoads of soil that would be transported 10 o from the site, Based
on a 34-month construction schedule about {6 trucks would be site each day on a 45-month construction schedule about 27 trucks would be
enlering and leaving the site each day. entering and leaving the site each day.

{c) Environmental L. No construction ackviies, 50 no o Environmenta impacts wil ikely be Emited o erosion of soils duing  « Environmental impacts will likely be fimited to erasion of soils during » Environmental impacts will ikely be limited to erosion of soils during
impacts of | impacts from dial bon. The impacts can be minimized through the use of excavation. The impacts can be minimized through the use of appropriate excavation. The impacts can be minimized theough the use of
action action. appropriate erosion control measures of stream diversion during erosion control measures of Stream diversion duning constructon, appropriate erosion control measyres o stream diversion during

ROD Table 57
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TABLE 6.1
Detailad Evak of Remadial At
5" & Cleveland Site
Jacksonvile Ash Feasibiity Study, Revision 1
Altamnative;
Critaston Alternative $- No Furthar Action ARsmative 2- Soll Cover with Excavation and Offsite Olsposal Alt 3- Shallow E: tion, Offsite Disposal, and Soil Cover A)nmiﬂvv 4 Deep Excavation and Offsite Disposal
{d) Time until RAOs o RAQ’s nol achieved, « RAQs achieved at fetion of the J4month « RAOs achieved al comp of e ted 45 month ¢ RAOs achieved at eton of the d 45 month b
ae achieved schedude, schedule. schedule.
6. Implementability .
{a) Technica feasibility e No technical constraints. . hnical ints dthough i selection » No techni Nnts although i lection and o No Athough construct dechon and
and oversight will be important in successhid project performance. oversighl wil be important in successhl project performance. ight will be i ntin sful project pecf
Adrministr ati o Noimp nts. o Excavalion and placemenl of soil cover on residential propertieswill  « E o0 and p af 5o cover on jal properties wil require o E ion on residentia properties will require d
feasibilty fequire 4 dination with jocal comewnity officials and ¢ dination with oca ity officials and indviduad with local community officials and individual residents.
indiidual residents. residents. « Adminstaiive restictions will also require clase coordination with local
« Administrative restictions will also require close coordination with « Administrative restrictions will also require close coordination with local officials.
focal officials. officials,
{c) Avai}ablity o » None needed. = Trail Ridge landfill has sufficient capacily to accept soil for disposal.  «  Trail Ridge fandfill has sufficient capacity 1o accept sol for disposal, * Trad Ridge fandfill has sufficient capacity to accepl soil for disposal.
5’“‘,3:"" « Services and matesials readily available for olher aftamative  Sendces and materals readily available for other al P o Services and materigls readily avadable for other al
1. Total Cost Capita Cost $ Capital Cost $20,800,000 Capital Cost $29,100,000 Capital Cost $29,700,000
Average Annual O8M Cost 35,200 Average Annval O8M Cost - 338,000 Average Annual O&M Cost $31.000 Average Annual O8M Cost $0
Total Present Worth Cost * $70,000 Total Present Worth Cost $21,400,000 Total Present Worth Cost $29.500,000 Tolal Present Worth Cost $29,700,000

*For a detailed listing and analysis of key ARARS, ses Appendix D.

ROD Table 57
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TABLE 71

Detailed Evalustion of Remnadial A

Lonnie C. Mifler, Sr. Park Sits

Jachsonville Ash Feasibility Study, Revision 1

Alternative:

Criterlon Altarnative 1- No Further Actlion

Alternative 2- Soll Covar with Excavation and

Offsite Disposal

Alternative 3a- Shallow Excavation, Offsite

Disposal, and Soll Cover

Altenative 3b-
Disposal and Backﬂll

), Offsite

Al "

and Otfsile

4- Desp
Disposal

1. Overall protection of & Tha risks ta residents axposed to the

human health and surface or subsurface soll for the

the environment. school property ares and the fencod
area north of the property would
conlinug to exceed the acceptable
non cancer risk threshold (Hi greater
lha_p 1) and exceed an ELCR of 1 x
107,

¢ Soll lead concentrations would
conlinue fo axceed the RGO of 400
mg/kg. Lead concentrations greater
than Lhis value in residential areas
surrounding-the school property are
consldered a polential public heatth
threat, depending on the
blsavaliabiity of lead and the ievei of

@ Land use restictions ta minimize
potantial exposure to subsurface soll
exceeding RGOs would nat be
enacted,

The soil cover, adminisiralive restrictions, and *

The soil cover, ramoval of shallow soils

stabilization of the creek banks are p.
of human haalth and the environment.

Soll cover minimizes potential for direct
contact with soil excesding RGOs, thus
praventing unacceptable risks from this
exposure path.

Potential for human exposura lo subsunaoe

ding RGOS In residenti areas,

The soil cover, removal of shallow soils
di g RGOs in residential areas,

and stabilization of

admini ions and
of the creek banks are protective of human
health and the environmenl. .
Soil cover minimizes polential for direct
contact with soil exceeding RGOs, thus
preventing unacceptable risks from this

p palh.

soil will be mi d through administrative
restricions,
Risk juded that a

unacceptable risk exists from Ingestion of
vegetables grown in soll with lead exceading
RGOs. Excavation and backﬁmng with topsoit
{o depihs of Z feei would be necessary in
areas whare residents maintaln vegetable
gardens.

Selt cover reduces risks to terrestrial biota
from direct conlact with contaminated soil.

Etoslon of soil ding RGOs is p

Potentlal for human exposure 1o subsurface
soil below 2 feet will be minimized thtough
administralive restrictions.

Soil cover reduces risks lo temrestrial biota
from direct contact with contaminaled soi,
Erasion of soil exceeding RGOs is
prevented through sod cover.

Risks relaled to construclion are
manageable although dust control will be
important and safe loading and transport of

through soll cover.

Risks related to construction are manageable
although dust control will be imporiant and
safe loading and transport of an estimated
14,000 trucks during the 12-month
construction period Wil be Important.

an esti d 55,000 trucks during the 24-
month construction period will be imporiant.

the creek banks are pmlecuvo of human
haalth and the environmant,

Bacidill minimizes potential for direct contact
with soil exceeding RGOS, thus praventing
unacceptable risks from this exposure path,

Potential for human exposure o subsurfaca
s0il below 2 feet will be minimized through
adrninistrative restrictions,

Soit cover reduces risks to terresinal biota
from direct contact with contaminated soll.

Erosion of soil axceoding RG0S i5 prevented

through soil backdiil cover.

Risks related lo construction are manageable

aithough dust control will be Important and

sale loading and Wransport of an esimated

85,000 trucks duiing the 26-month

construction period wil be important,
.

* The excavalion and offsite disposal of soils
ding RGOs and stabilization of the
creek banks gre protective of human
health and the environmaent.

s Direct contact risks are eliminaled through
removal of the sail posing unacceplable
risks,

Risks to lerrestrial biota from direct contact
with conlaminated soil are nearly
eliminaled. Soil exceeding RGOs will -
remain below buildings, roadways,
driveways, and sidewalks.

* Risks rglated to construction could be
sgnificani and would have io be aciiveiy
managed. Dust control efforts will be
imporiant bacause nearly alt the ash with
high concentrations of lead will be
excavated, loaded info trucks and

p offsite. The for
vehicla or pedastrian accidents is much
highar for this alternalive because of the
eslimated 217,000 trucks to be loaded and
driven thvough the sumounding
neighborhoods during the 32-month
construction period.

2. COmpIii:ncn with o The EPA chamical- specific ARAR of
ARARSs' 400 mg/kg for lead would not be mel

The EPA chemical- speaific ARAR of 400
mo/kg lor lead would be met by this

by this att, ive because
1o soils containing 400 parts per
million {ppm) lead could accur.

ROD Table 58
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FAC 62-785 Brownfield Cleanup Cnlella ol a

The EPA chemical-specific ARAR of 400
my/kg for lead would be met by this
altemative.

RCRA mquiremants for disposal of

d soil would be met.

minimum of 2 feal of soll
cleanup criteria would not be mt. Huwever
this requlation Is a TBC and Is not requred to
be met for the Jacksanyille Ash Site.

RCRA requirements for disposal of
contaminatad soil would be met. Specifically,
excavalod soil would be tested for TCLP lead
and the soit would be treated 0 levels below
the TCLP timit of § mg/L. LDRs for
contaminated soif (the higher of 90%
reduclion In constiluent concentrations or 10 x
UTS) would siso be met prior lo landfilling the
soil as a sofid waste.

Regulations requiring control of erosion and
particulate emissions during construction -
activilies would be met.

Specifically, excavaled soit woula be testea
for TCLP lead and the soil would be treated
lo levels below the TCLP limit of 5 mgA..
LDRs for conlaminated soil (the higher of

The EPA chemical-specific ARAR aof 400
mg/kg for lead wouk be met by this
allernalive.

RCRA requirements for disposal of
contarninated soil would be me!. Specifically,
excavaled 501l would be tested for TCLP
lead and the soil would be trealed to levels
below the TCLP limit of 5 mg/L. LORs lor
contaminaled soil (tha higher of 90%

radi in ions or 10

90% reduction in i ations
or 10 x UTS) would atso be maet prior 1o
landfilling the soil as a sofid waste.
Regutations requiring control of erosion and
particulale emissians during construction
activitios would be met.

x UTS) would also be mel priot 1o-landfilling
the soil as a solid waste.

Regulations requiring control of erosion and
pariculate emissions during construcion
aclivilies would be met.

« The EPA chemicat-specific ARAR of 400
mg/kg for lead would be met by this
allemative,

¢ RCRA requirements for disposal of
contaminaled soil would be mel.
Specifically, excavated soil would be
tested for TCLP lead and the soll would be
treated lo lavels below the TCLP limit of §
mg/L. LDRs for contaminaled soil (the
higher of 90% reducbon in constiluent
concanirations or 10 x UTS) would also ba
mel prior to landfilling the soil as a sohd
waste,

* Regulalions requiring conlrol of erosion and

particulale enissions during construction
activilies would be met.
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TABLE 71

Detafled Evaluation of R 1Al

Lonnie C. Miller, Sr. Park Sita

Jacksonwille Ash Feasibility Study, Revision 1

Altarnative:

Criterion Altemnative 1-'No Further Action

Alternative 2- Soil Cover with Excavation and

Offsite Disposai

Alternative 3a- Shallow Excavation, Offsite
Disposat, and Soll Cover

Alfernative 3b- Shallow Excavation, Offsite
Disposal and Backfl

Al 4 Desp E
Dlaposal

and Offsite

3. Long-term effectiveness and parmanence

(a) Magnitude of * No significant change In risk bacause
residual risks no actlon taken.
* Volume of soll exceeding RGOs is
856,000 ydo.
(b} Adequacy and * Not applicable

reliability of controls

The soit cover prevents risks relatad 10 direct
conlact with surficlal solls, Residual diract
contacl risks exceading accaptable levels

h would ocaur if si soil Irom
resldent excavalions was spread on the

.surface where long-term exposure lo the soil

could occur. Based on Lhe risk assessment
results for exposura lo subsurface soll, these
risks would be a Hl of 32 and an ELCR of 1.4
x 10, In addition, lead concentrafions greater
than 400 mg/kg would occur It subsurface sail
was spraad on the surface, This prasents a
potential public heallh threat, depending on
the bloavallabliity of lead and the leve! of

Rasidual volume of soil exceading RGOs Is
832,000 yd*,
Polenlial unacceplable risks would occur if

vegetables were grown in areas where lead
exceeds RGOs In the root zone of the plants.

* The s0il cover pravents risks related to
direct contact with surficial sofls. Residual
direct contact risks exceeding acceptable
lavels however would occur if subsurface
soil was spread on the surface where long-
term expasure to the soil could accur.
Based on tha risk assessment resulls for
exposure 1o subsurtace soil, these risks
would be a Hl of 32 and an ELCR of 14 x
10*, In addilion, lead concentrations greater
than 400 mg/kg would occur If subsurtace
soil was spread on the surface. This
presents a polential pubkc healih threat,
depanding on the bioavaitability of lead and
the lavel of axposure pathway
completeness.

Residual volume of soil exceeding RGOs Is
763,000 yd?.

.

» The sail cover prevents risks related to direct
conlact with surficial solls. Residual direct
contact risks exceeding accaptabte tevels
howavar would occur If subsurfaca soil was
sproad on the surface wheve long-term
exposure lo the 50il could occur. Based on
the risk resulls (or o
subsurface soil, these risks would be a Hi of
32 and an ELCR of 1.4 x 10*, in addilion,
laad concentrations greater than 400 mg/kg
would occur if subsurface soil was spread on
the surface. This presents a potential public
heallh threat, depending on the -
bioavallability of lead and the level of

P P Y P

Residual volume of soil exceeding RGOs Is
$20.000 yd.

A are 1o be

flactive in g the p jal for surface
spreading of soil excavatad from beiow the
soil cover. Area contraciors would be made
aware of the for proper disposal
of subsurface &cil from the area as they oblain
the necessary buftding permit, Residents
would also be made aware of the need for
proper disposal. It Is uniikely thal a resident
would excavate a large area of subsurface
soil and spread il on the surface because it
would require use of excavation equipment
that most residents are nol trained to operale,
Smaller hand excavations, such as that
necessary to plant bushes, are unlikely to
resultin a substantlal exposure area.

¢ Administrative restricions are exp o
be effoctiva in minimizing the p ial for

restrictions are expected to be

Adryinis
*  Admir

surlace spreading of soil excavated from
below the soil cover, Area contractors
would be made awara of the requirements
for proper disposal of subsurface soil from
the area as they oblain the necessary
building permit. Residents would also be
made sware of the need for proper
disposal. It is unlikely that a resident would
excavale soil from below 2 feet or excavale
a large area of subsurface soil and spread it
on the surlace because it would mos! iikely
require use of excavalion equipment that
residents are nol lrained to operate. Smaller
hand excavations, such as thal nacessary
to plant bushes, are unlikely lo be at depths
greater than the 2 foot cover thickness or
rasult in a substantial exposure area.

in minimizing the p jal for
surface spreading of soil excavaled from
below the soil cover. Area conlractors would
be made aware of the requirements for
propor disposal of subsurface soll from the
area as they oblain the necessary building
permil. Residenls would also be made aware
of the need ior proper disposai. i is unilkely
that a resident would excavate soil from
below 2 feet or axcavate alarge area of
subsurface soil and spread it on the surface
because it would most kkely require usa of

i ip that resid are nol
{rained to operate. Smaller hand
excavalions, such as that necessary to plani
bushes, are unlikely lo be al deplhs greater
than the 2 fool cover thickness or result in a
subslantial axposure area.

* Residual risks related 1o direct contact
would remain only If soils exceeding RGOs
from below buildings, roadways, driveways
and sidewalks are excavatad and spread
on the surface. Based on the risk
assessment resulls for exposure lo
subsurface soll, these risks would be a Hi
of-32 and an ELCR of 1.4 x 10, In
addition, a polanlial public health treal
from exp to lead i
greater than 400 mg/kg wauid ocour if
subsurface soil was spread on the surface.

. Reslidual volume of soll exceeding RGOs
(I.e. below bulldings, roadways, dri
and sidewalks) Is 21,000 yd.

Y

® Administralive restrictions are expacled lo
be effective In minimizing the potenual for
surface spreading of soil excavated from
below buiidi dways, driveways or
sidewalks. Area conlraclors would most
likely perform such excavations ana would
be made aware of the requirements for
propar disposal of subsurface soil from the
area as they oblain the necessary building
parmit. . .

4. Reduction of toxicily, mobility, or volume through treatment

(a) T p ¢ Not
used

(b) Degree and quantity » Not appiicable.
of TMV raduclion

ROD Table 58
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.

Sofidification/stabilization of sol and ash
exceeding TCLP limils.

An astimated 2,400 yd? of soil/ash would be
Urealed 1o reduce the leachabliity of lead to
less than § mgil., as measured using the
TCLP tast.

.

Sofidificalion/stabilization of soil and ash
exceeding TCLP limits,

* Anestimated 9,300 yd® of soiash would be
treaied to reduca the teachability of fead to
less than § mg/L, as measured using the
TCLP test,

. Solidil‘:calion/stabi"zalinf:o of soil and ash

exceeding TCLP limits.

® An estimated 32,800 yd® of soilash would be

treated to reduce the leachability of lead to
less than 5 mg/L, as measured using the
TCLP test.

* Solidificatiorvstabilizatian of sod and ash

exceeding TCLP limits,

® An estimated 83,500 yd" of soil'ash would

be trealed lo reduce the leachabiity of
lead to less than & mg/, as measured
using the TCLP lest,

9
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TABLE 1.1

Detailed £ of R ial A th
Lonnie C. Miller, Sr. Park Sile

Jacksomville Ash Feasibility Study, Revision 1

Alternative: Alternative 2- Soil Cover with Excavation and  Alternative 3a. Shallow Excavation, Offsite  Alternative 3b- Sh E , Offsita 4-Doep E fon and Offsite
Criterlon Altsmative 1- No Further Actlon Offsite Disposal Disposal, and Soli Cover Disposal and Backfiil Dlsposat
(c) Irraversibility of » Not applicable. ® Lead s not destroyed In the * Lead Is not destroyed in the » Leadls not destoyed In the * Lead is not destroyed In the
TMV reduction solidificatiorvstabllizalion process but rather solidificationstabilization process but rather idificationstabilization but rather solidificationvstabilization process but

(d) Type and quanlity
of reatment
residuals

included.

(o) Statulory preference « Proference not met because no
aclive realment included.

for treatmeni as a
principal element

¢ None, bacause no treatment

Hs mobility is significanlly reduced. The
traated soil/ash would be contained in a
Subtitle D landfil, further reducing its potential
fo migrate.

The trealad residuals will include the 2,400 yd*
of soil/ash plus the stabilization/salidification
agent. The soltdification/stabilization agenis
will nol incraase the volume of treated soils
substanlially.

its mobllity is significantly reduced. The
lreated soiVash would be conlained in a
Subtitle O landfill, further reducing its
potential to migrate.
The treated residuals will include the 9,300
y&* of soilfash plus the
slabilization/salidification agent. The

- solidificalion/stabllization agents will not
increase the volume of treated soils
substantially.

* Prel mel because treatment is

* Pref met b is
atthe i posing the princip

thieat,

directed st the conmaminants posing the
principal ihreat.

its mablity is significantly reduced. The
vaated soilash wauld be contained in a
Subttle O landfll, further reducing its
potential to migrate.

The treated residuals will inchude the 32,800
y& of soil/ash plus the
stabllization/solidification agent. The
solidification/stabilization agents will nol
increase the volume of realad soils
substantially.

Preft met b Is
dneclsd at the contaminants posing the
ptindpal threal

rather its mobility Is significantly reduced.
The treated soil/ash would be contained in
a Sublitle D landfill, further reducing its
potential to migrate.

The treated residuals will indude the 83,500
yd of soiVash plus the
stabilization/solidification agent. The
solidificationvstabilization agents will not
increase the volume of realed soils
substantially.

Praf mel b is
dlmclad at the contaminants posing the
principal threat.

5. Short-term effectiveness

{a) Protection of
workars during
remadial action

to workers,

{b) Proteclion of
community during
remadial actlon

« No construction activities, so no
short-tarm risks to community.

¢ No conslruction activilies, 0 no risks

(c) Environmental - * No conswdmn aclivities, s0 no
pacts of ¢ from dial
action action.

ROD Table 58
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* Employing appropriate heaith and safety
procedures and protective aquipment can

* Employing approprate haalth and safely
procedures and protective equipment can
risks o fram exposure lo

mmlmlze risks lo workers from to
relaled injury risks
would also be mln(mlzsd through
implementation of the plan.
. Rlsks to c y during truction would
be d lhrouqh ion of 3

construclion health and salely plan, Spacific
elemenis of plan would locus on minimizing
dusl generalion through usa of dust control
maasures such as soil welling and minimizing
safely threats lo the community by conirol of
access to the construction area.

® Also truck lransport routes would be selecied
Io mlmmlzn Impacu from noise ang

conlaminants. Construction-related Injury
risks would aiso be minimized through

Implemeniation of the plan.
* Risks to ¢ ity during ¢ on
would be through |

of a construction health and salety plan.
Specific elaments of plan would focus on
minimizing dust generalion through use of
dust conlrol measures such as soll wetting
and minimizing safety lhreats to the
community by control of access lo the
construction area.

* Also lrud( llanspuv( foules wouid be
i from noiso

d with the esti d
14 000 uudcloads of soil that woutd be
transported to or from the site. Based on an
12-month construction schedule aboul 38
trucks would be antering and leaving the site
each day.

* Environmental impacts will likely be limited to
erosion of soils during excavation, particularly
during stabilization of e siream banks. The
impacis can be minimized through the uss of
appropriate erosion conlrol measures or
slream diversion dunng construction.

and lnoonvamonce associated with the
eslimaled 55,000 truckloads of soll that
would be transported to or from thae site.
Based on a 24-month consiruction schedule
about 75 trucks would be entering and
ieaving the site each day.

Environmental Impacts will likely be limited
lo erosion of solls during excavation,
particularly during stabikzation of the stream
banks. The impacts can be minimized
through the use of appropriate erosion
conirol measures or stream diversion during
construction.

3

Employmg appropnale heaun and salety

p and p can

minimize risks to workers from uxposun o
inants. Constructi fated injury

risks would also be minimized through

implemenation of the plan,

Risks to communily duﬂng conslmctlon
would ba !
of a construction health and salety plan.
Specific elemants of plan would focus on
minimizing dust generalion through use of
dus! control measures such as soil wetting
and minimizing salely threats to the
community by conlrol of access 1o the
constryclion area.

Also tuck Fanspert routes would be selected
lo mxmmlze impacts from nolse and
iated with the est d

Employing appropriale health and safaty
procedures and protectve equipment can
rninimize risks lo workers from exposura to

Canstrucl lated Injury
risks would aiso be minimized through
Imptemeantation of the plan,

Risks 10 community during construction

would be mlnlmlmd through
[ ofa tion health

and salety plan. Spacific elements of plan
would focus on minimizing dust generation
through use of dus! control measures such
as soil wetling and minimizing salely
threats to the community by control of
access to the construction area.

Also fruck transport routes would be
selecied lo minimize impacts from noise

85,000 truckioads of soil that wotdd be
{ransported 1o or from the sita. Based on s
26-month construction scheduls about 110
Irucks would be entering and leaving the sile
each day.

Environmaental impacts will likaly be limited to
eroslon of soits during excavation,
parliculady during stabilization of the stream
banks. The rmpacls can be minimized
through the use of appropriale erosion
control reasures or stream diversion durlnq
conslruction.

and i with lhe
estimated 217,000 ruckloads of soil that
would be transported o or from the site.
Based on a 32-month construction
schedule about 222 trucks wouid be
entaring and leaving the sile each day

Environmental impacts will likely be limited
to erosion of soils during excavation,
particularly during stabilization of the
stream banks. The Impacts can be
minimized through the use of appropriate
erosion control measures or stream
diversion during construclion,
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TABLE 74 .
Detailed Ey ion of R
Lonnia C. Miller, Sr. Park Site

Jacksonville Ash Feasibility Study, Revision 1

Alternative:

Alternative 2- Soll Cover with Excavatlon and

Altarnative 3a. Shalfow E lon, Otfsite Alt tive 3b- Shaliow € lon, Offsite Al tive 4- Dosp € lon and Offsite
Critarlon Altomative 1- No Further Action Offsite Dlsposal Disposal, and Soil Cover Disposal and Backfit| Disposal
(d) Timo Uit RAOs are & RAQOS not achloved, * RAOs achi al complelion of the esti d ¢ RAOs achiaved al complelion of the * RAOs achigved al compiation of the * RAOs achieved at complation of the
achieved 12-month construction schedule. eslimated 24-month construction schedule. eslimated 26 month construclion schedule. i 32 month {ruction schedula.
6. Implomentability
(3) Tachnlcal feasibility o No technical constraints. * No technical s althougl No tachnicat constraints although * No technical constraints aithough * Notechnical constraints although
contraclor selaction and oversight will be conslruction contraclor seleclion and 1 lection and fection and
important in successfu} project performance., ight will ba i in ight will be imp tin ful ight will be imp in ful
project perfformancae. project performance. projecl parformanca.
(b} Administrative * No impediments. * Excavalion and placemant of soll cover on * Excavalion and placement of soll coveron Excavation and placement of soil cover on e E on propertias will
'eaSlb"‘ly residential propartias wi requlre extansive residential properties will raquire exiensive residenlial propertias will require extensive require extensive coordination with tocal
coardination with focal community officials and coordination wilh local communily officials coordination with local community officials communily offidals and Individual
individual residents. and individual residents, . and individual residents. residants,

Administrative restrictions will also requira
closs coordination with loca) afficials,

Administrative reslrictions will aiso require
close coordination with local officials.

Administralive restrictions will also require
close coordination with local officials.

Administrative restrictions will also require
closa coardination with local officials.

(¢} Avallabiiity o ¢ None needed. * Trall Ridge landiill has sufficient capacity to * Trail Ridge landfill has sufficient capacity to = Trail Ridge landfill has sufficiant capadily to o Trai) Ridge landfil has sufficient capacity to
semqef and accepl soil for disposal, accept soil for disposal. accept soll for disposal. accepl sail lor disposal.
Materials ¢ Services and malartals readily available for * Services and malerials readily avaliable for  » Services and materials readily available for ¢ Services and malerials readily availabie for
other altemative components, . other allernative components. other allernalive components, olher alternalive components,
7. Tolal Cost Capital Cost 30 Capital Cost $8,000,000 Capilal Cost $20,100,000 Capital Cost $51,800,000 Capital Cost $112,200,000
Average Annual O&M Cost * $5,200 Average Annual O8M Cost $77,000 Average Annual O&M Cost $195,000 Average Annual O8M Cost $195,000 Average Annual O&M Cost  $0
Tolal Presant Worth Cost $70,000  Total Present Worth Cost $9,100,000 Total Present Worth Cost 22,800,000 Total Present Worth Cost $54,500,000 Tolal Present Worth Cost $112,200,000

*For a delalled lising and analysis of key ARARS, seo Appendix D.

ROD Table 58
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Table 59 summarizes the relative performance of the remedial alternatives summarized
narratively in the following sub-parts. The numerical ranking in Table 59 attempts to provide a
relative relationship, on a scale of 1-4, of each alternative’s performance under each critena. The
higher the number, the better the rating of that alternative for the criterion under consideration
(i.., 1 is the least favorable)). Some alternatives are deemed basically equivalent for certain
criterion and carry the same rating.

TABLE 59: COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

Criteria No Further Soil Cover with Shallow Excavation, | Deep Excavation and
Action Excavation and Offsite Disposal and OfTsite Disposal
(H Offsite Disposal Soil Cover (4)
{2} (3)
1. Overall ! 2 , 3 4
Protectiveness
2. Comphiance with 1 2 3 3
ARARS
RS Long-Term 1 2 3 4

Effectiveness and
Permanence

4. Reduction of 1 2 3 4
Toxicity,
Mobility, or
Volume
3. Short-Term i 4 3 2
Effectiveness
6. Implementability 4 : 3 2 1
7. Present Worth $70,000 (F) $13.200.000 (F) $22,500,000 (F) $24.200.000 (F)
ﬂo.ﬂ. $70.000 (C) $21.400,000 (C) $29,500.000 (C) $29.700.000 (C)
$70,000 (L) $9.100,000 (L) $22.800,000 (L3a) $112,200.000 (L)
$54.500,000 (L3b)
(F) - Forest Street (C) - 5™ & Cleveland (L) - Lonnie C. Miller, Sr. Park

8.2 Threshold Criterion 1 - Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether each altemnative
provides adequate protection of human health and the environment and describes how risks

posed through each exposure pathway are eliminated, reduced or controlled through treatment,
engineering controls and/or institutional controls.

All of the alternatives, except the no-action alternative, are protective of human health and the
environment by eliminating, reducing, or controlling risks posed by the Site through removal
(and treatment where needed) of contaminated soil, engineering controls (i.e., soil cover), and/or
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institutional controls. Alternatives 2 and 3 are similar in their overall protectiveness because
potential risks related to exposure to the contaminated soils are eliminated. reduced or managed
and risks related to erosion of ash to creek and river banks are eliminated or reduced.

Alternative 3 (Shallow Excavation, Offiste Disposal and Soil Cover) is considered preferable
toAlternatives 1 and 2 in terms of overall protection because it provides a thicker barrier of soil
(i.e., 2 feet in Alternative 3 versus 0.5 feet in Alternative 2) to minimize the potential for risks
related to exposure to subsurface soil contamination or accumulation of chemicals in vegetables -
for those who garden. In addition, Alternative 3's requirement for up to 2 feet removal of
contaminated soil residential areas would greatly increase the amount of contaminated soil
removed from a particular piece of property, maybe even leading to the removal of all the
contamination on a particular parcel except that which might exist under more permanent
structures like houses, driveways, etc.

Because less contaminated soil is removed {or a thinner soil cover is utilized). Alternative 2 (Soil
Cover with Excavation and Offsite Disposal) may pose increase risks related to digging activities
in residential setting when compared to Altemative 3 (Shallow Excavation, Offsite Disposal and
Soil Cover). However, the risks of uninformed large digging or construction operations under
either Alternative 2 or 3 (or 4) should be manageable through Institutional Controls.

While Alternative 4 (Deep Excavation and Offsite Disposal) removes the greatest amount of soil
exceeding RGs, this reduction in residual risk is counterbalanced by an increase in risks to the
community during the extended construction period and the substantial truck traffic that would
occur. These risks related to construction could be significant and would have to be actively
managed. Dust control efforts will be important because nearly all the ash with high ,
concentrations of lead will be excavated, loaded into trucks and transported offsite. The potential
for vehicle or pedestrian accidents is much higher for Alternative 4 (Deep Excavation and Offsite
Disposal) in relation to the other alternatives because of the estimated number of . trucks to be
loaded and driven through the surrounding neighborhoods during Alternative 4's the construction
period.

Alternatives 3 and 4 would significantly eliminate or reduce the risk to both human health and
the environment, possibly even lessening the area in need of ongoing Institutional Controls once
remediation is complete.

All remedial alternatives (except Alternative 1) are deemed protective of Human Health and the
Environment (i..e, Threshold Criteria 1 is met). The No Action Alternative will not meet any of
the cleanup criteria, and will not be discussed in detail in the below text.

8.3  Threshold Criterion 2 - Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements

Section 121(d) of CERCLA and NCP §300.430(f)(1)(i1)}(B) require that remedial actions at
CERCLA sites at least attain legally applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal and State
requirements, standards, criteria, and limitations, which are collectively referred to as *ARARs.”
unless such ARARs are waived under CERCLA section 121(d)(4).
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Applicable requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control, and other substantive
requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under Federal environmental or State
environmental or facility siting laws that specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant,
contaminant, remedial action, location, or other circumstance found at a CERCLA site. Only
those State standards that are identified by a state in a timely manner and that are more stringent
than Federal requirements may be applicable. Relevant and appropriate requirements are those
cleanup standards, standards of control, and other substantive requirements, criteria, or
limitations promulgated under Federal environmental or State environmental or facility siting
laws that, while not “applicable™ to a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial
action, location, or other circumstance at a CERCLA site, address problems or situations
sufficiently similar to those encountered at the CERCLA site that their use is well-suited to the
particular site. Only those State standards that are identified in a timely manner and are more
stringent than Federal requirements may be relevant and appropniate.

Compliance with ARARs addresses whether a remedy will meet all of the applicable or relevant
and appropriate requirements of other Federal and State environmental statutes or provides a
basis for invoking waiver. Part 11.2 contains a more in-depth listing of the Site’s ARARs.

None of the identified ARARs are expected to hinder implementation of Altematives 3 and 4 to
the point where the alternative cannot be pursued. Alternative 2 (Soil Cover with Excavation and
Offsite Disposal) would not meet the FAC 62-785 Brownfield Cleanup Criteria for a minimum
of 2 feet of soil meeting residential cleanup criteria because Alternative 2 (Soil Cover with
Excavation and Offsite Disposal) provides only a minimum of 0.5 feet of cover soil rather than 2
feet. However, this 2 foot minimum is considered a to-be-considered (TBC) and not an ARAR.

8.4 Balancing Criterion 3 - Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to expected residual risk and the ability of a
remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once
clean-up levels have been met. This criterion includes the consideration of residual risk that will
remain onsite following remediation and the adequacy and reliability of controls.

Each alternative, except the No Action alternative, provides some degree of long-term protection.
However, all alternatives result in varying amounts of soil remaining that exceed the RGs. For
example, there is an estimated 227,000 cubic yards (cys) of contaminated soil at Forest Street,
240,000 cys of soil at 5" & Cleveland, and 856,000 cys of soil at Lonnie C. Miller Park above the
water table that would remain under the No Action Alternative. Altemative 2 (Soil Cover with
Excavation and Offsite Disposal) would result in removal of about 53,000 cys, leaving
approximately 174,000 cys at Forest Street, removing 65,000 cys leaving approximately 175,000
cys at 5™ & Cleveland, and removing 24,000 cys leaving approximately 832,000 cys at Lonnie C.
Miller Park. Alternative 3 (Shallow Excavation, Offiste Disposal and Soil Cover) would result
in a residual volume of about 96,000 cys at Forest Street, 100,000 cys at 5" & Cleveland and
763,000 cys (Alternative 3a, two foot cover) and 528,000 cys (Alternative 3b, two foot
excavation) at Lonnie C. Miller Park. Alternative 4 (Deep Excavation and Offsite Disposal)
would leave approximately 91,000 cys at Forest Street, 95,000 cys at 5™ & Cleveland, and 21,000
cys at Lonnie C. Miller Park below roadways, buildings, driveways and sidewalks.
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Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 all rely on Institutional Controls to prevent or manage excavation of
subsurface soil exceeding RGs and subsequent spreading on the surface where long-term
exposure could occur. Alternative 4 (Deep Excavation and Offsite Disposal) offers the greatest
long-term effectiveness because, for the most part, it’s reliance on Institutional Controls would
be for soils that are already greatly isolated from the potential for exposure (i.e., below buildings,
roadways, driveways, sidewalks, asphalt or concrete which maintains a break in the exposure
pathway).

Alternative 2 (Soil Cover with Excavation and Offsite Disposal) is the least favorable in terms of
long term effectiveness because it provides for only 0.5 feet of cover soil. However, the
Institutional Controls for Alternative 2 (Soil Cover with Excavation and Offsite Disposal) are
still considered adequate and reliable because only commercial construction contractors would
have the equipment to engage in the amount of excavation that could result in enough subsurface
soil to be spread on the surface to pose a substantial potential risk i1f not managed properly.
These contractors would be notified of the requirements for excavation and proper disposal of
soils through the construction permit process (1.e., one of the Institutional Control measures).

In contrast to the Institutional Controls which should be able to address commercial digging
within the area of remaining subsurface contamination, it would be more difficult to ensure
proper excavation of soils below either 0.5 feet (Alternative 2) or 2 feet (Alternative 3) by
individual residents. However, these activities would typically be for small excavations such as
planting bushes or installing posts, that would not result in substantial potential risk if the soil
were dispersed on the surface. Alternative 2 (Soil Cover with Excavation and Offsite Disposal)
would require some targeted deeper excavations based on land use to minimize risks (e.g., a
deeper 2 foot soil cover in garden and playground areas.

In the following order, Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 provide an increasing degree of permanent
reduction in risk and decreasing amount of residual risk after cleanup. 1t is believed that
Alternative 4 (Deep Excavation and Offsite Disposal) provides the best long term effectiveness
and permanence. . _

8.5 Balancing Criterion 4 - Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through
Treatment .

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment refers to the anticipated
performance of the treatment technologiés that may be included as part of a remedy.

Instead of using an active treatment method, Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 address the threat of
contaminated soil by breaking the exposure pathway. In order to accomplish the breaking of the
exposure pathway, soil excavation (with offsite disposal) will occur in many locations. Toxicity
Characternistic Leaching Procedures (TCLP) test data collected during the RI suggest that about
10% of the soil exceeding the RGs will fail the TCLP limit for lead and require solidification
pursuant to RCRA treatment standard requirements at 40 CFR §268 prior to offsite disposal. In
other words, if TCLP testing finds the soil to be hazardous waste under RCRA, then treatment
(i.e., stabilization/solidification) is needed prior to land disposal. As a result, it is estimated that
Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 will treat an estimated 5,000, 13,000 and 15,000 cys of soil, respectively
at Forest Street, 6,500, 14,000 and 14,500 cys of soil, respectively at 5" & Cleveland, and 2,400,
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9,300 (Alternative 3a), 328,400 (Alternative 3b), and 835,000 cys of soil, respectively at Lonnie
C. Miller, Sr., Park. Solidification does not destroy the lead: therefore, it is a reversible process.
However, the treated soil would be isolated in an appropriate landfill and would not be expected
to leach to groundwater over the long-term.

Solidification pursuant to RCRA treatment standard requirements at 40 CFR §268 will reduce
the mobility of the contaminants; however, the volume is actually increased with the
solidification materials. Therefore, the toxicity may be considered reduced proportionally over
the increased volume, but the amount of contamination is not reduced. -

All of the alternatives will, as needed, reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of the
contaminants. Although all of the altenatives would use basically the same treatment process if
the need for treatment is triggered, because of the greater volume of material potentially available
for treatment, Alternative 4 (Deep Excavation and Offsite Disposal) provides the largest potential
for reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants.

8.6 Balancing Criterion 5 - Short-Term Effectiveness

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the remedy and any
adverse impacts that may be posed to workers. the community and the environment during
construction and operation of the remedy until RGs are achieved.

Because there would be no remedial construction activities associated with Alternative 1 (No
Action Alternative), this alternative has the least short-term construction impacts. The other
alternatives would include construction activities with varying levels of impacts to construction
workers, the community and the environment. The amount of impact is proportional to the
amount of excavation of contaminated soil and the amount of truck traffic through the
neighborhoods. The estimated number of truck loads of soil, trucks per day and the duration of
construction are estimated as follows:

Forest Street

I. Alternative 2 - 14,000 truck loads, 23 trucks/day, 20 months construction

2. Alternative 3 - 34,000 truck loads, 41 trucks/day, 27 months construction

3. Alternative 4 - 39,000 truck loads, 47 trucks/day, 27 months construction
5% & Cleveland :

4. Alternative 2 - 17,000 truck loads, 16 trucks/day, 34 months construction

5. Alternative 3 - 36,000 truck loads, 26 trucks/day, 45 months construction

6. Alternative 4 - 37,000 truck loads, 27 trucks/day, 45 months construction
Lonnie C. Miller Park

7. Alternative 2 - 14,000 truck loads, 38 trucks/day, 12 months construction

8. Alternative 3a - 55,000 truck loads, 75 trucks/day, 24 months construction

9. Alternative 3b - 86,000 truck loads, 110 trucks/day, 26 months construction

10.  Alternative 4 - 217,000 truck loads, 222 trucks/day, 32 months construction
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Alternative 4 (Deep Excavation and Offsite Disposal) would have by far the greatest impact to
the community during the estimated month construction period. Alternatives 2 and 3 have
considerably less impact to the community. Potential impacts to workers can be minimized
through adherence to proper health and safety requirements during excavation and cover
activities. Likewise impacts to the environment can be minimized through mitigative measures
such as use of silt fences to control erosion and watering of dry soils to minimize dust generation.
Potential environmental impacts are most likely during bank stabilization of creek and rivers.
Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 incorporate the same bank stabilization measures. It is believed that
Alternative 2 (Soil Cover with Excavation and Offsite Disposal) would provide the most cleanup
advantage relative to short-term effectiveness. ,

8.6 Balancing Criterion 6 - Implementability

implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy from design
through construction and operation. Factors such as availability of services and materials,
administrative feasibility, and coordination with other governmental entities are also considered.

Excavation and placement of soil covers on residential properties will require extensive
coordination with local community officials and individual residents. Alternatives 2 through 4
have the same implementability concerns relative to the substantial coordination because all three
alternatives will target similar numbers of residential propertics. The availability of local landfill
capacity would be strained with implementation of Altenative 4 (Deep Excavation and Offsite
Disposal) because of the large volume of soil to be disposed (approximately 1,323,000 cys).

Since Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative) is already implemented, it would be the easiest to
implement. However, of the active alternatives, Alternative 2 (Soil Cover with Excavation and
Offsite Disposal) would probably be the easiest 1o implement because this alternative has the
smaller volume of soil to be removed.

8.7  Balancing Criterion 7 - Cost

The estimated costs for each altemative are in Section 7.3 and Tables 56, 57, 58 and 59.

The cost estimates presented above have been developed strictly for comparing the four
alternatives. The final costs of the project and the resulting feasibility will depend on actual
labor and material costs, competitive market conditions, actual site conditions, final project
scope, the implementation schedule, the firm selected for final engineering design, and other
variables. For example, cost estimates in the Feasibility Study included parcels which were
assumed to be contaminated based on sampling results from adjacent parcels because access was
not being granted for sampling. Additional sampling during the Remedial Design or Remedial
Action may change the number of parcels needing remediation. Therefore, final project costs
will vary from the cost estimates. Because of these factors, project feasibility and funding needs
must be reviewed carefully before specific financial decisions are made or project budgets are
established to help ensure proper project evaluation and adequate funding.

The cost estimates are order of magnitude estimates having an intended accuracy range of +50 to
-30 percent. The range does not account for changes in the scope of the alternatives. The
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specific details for remedial actions and cost estimates would be refined during final design.

A cost sensitivity analysis was performed to evaluate the effect of differing discount rates and
volumes of contaminated media. Many other factors that have substantial uncertainty can also
effect the present worth costs of altenatives but they are not as significant as the factors listed
above. Remedy failure and its potential to require additional remedial work in future years is not
significant at this site because the primary technologies are excavation and covering which are
not technologies that are likely to fail. The project duration is also not likely to greatly effect the
relative costs between alternatives because the duration would likely vary by only a few years at
most.

Discount rates were varied because they effect the present work costs of operation and
maintenance (O&M). Tables 60, 61 and 62 presents the effects of varying discount rates. The
7% discount rate was used (o compute the present worth of the remedy alternatives.

8.8 Modifying Criterion 8 - m::m\mEE,ol Agency Acceptance
See Part 10 of the ROD

8.9 Modifying Criterion 9 - Community Acceptance

See Part 13 of the ROD

8.10  Principal Threat Wastes

The NCP establishes an expectation that EPA will use treatment to address the principal threats
posed by a site wherever practicable (NCP §300.430(a)(1)(111)(A)). Identifying principal threat
waste combines concepts of both hazard and risk. In general, principal threat wastes are those
source materials considered to be highly toxic or highly mobile, which generally cannot be
contained in a reliable manner or would present a significant risk to human health or the
environment should exposure occur.

The contaminated soils at the Jacksonville Ash Site are not considered to be “principal threat
wastes™ because the COCs are not found at highly toxic concentrations that pose a significant
risk 1o either human or ecological receptors and the contaminated soil can be reliable contained.
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TABLE 54
Cost Sensitivity of Discount Rates
~ Forest Street Incinerator Sita
Jacksonville Ash Feasibility Study, Revision 1

Total Present

Total Present

Total Present

Worth Costs Worth Costs Worth Costs
3% Discount % Discount 10% Discount
Alternative Rate (S) Rate (S) Rate (S)
Alternative 1-No Further Action $130,000 $70,000 $50,000.
Alternative 2-Soil Cover with Excavation and $13,600,000 $13,200,000 $13,100,000
Offsite disposal
Alternative 3—-Shaliow Excavation, Offsite 523,300,000 $22,500,000 $22,200,000
Disposal. and Soit Cover .
>=mSm=<m 4-Deep Excavation and Offsite $24,200,000 $24,200,000 $24,200,000

Oisposal

ROD Table 60



TABLE 6-3

Cost Sensitivity of Discourit Rates

5th & Cleveland Incinerator Site .
Jacksonville Ash Feasibility Study, Revision !

5
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Total Present

Total Present

Total Present

Worth Costs Worth Costs Worth Costs
3% Discount 7% Discount 10% Discount
Alternative Rate (S) Rate (S) Rate ()
Alternative 1—No Further Action $130,000 $70,000 $50,000
Alternative 2-Soil Cover with Excavation and $21,900,000 $21,400,000 $21,300,000
Ofisite disposal
Alernative 3-Shallow Excavation, Offsite $28,900,000 $29,500,000 $29,400.000
Disposal, and Soil Cover
Alternative 4-Deep Excavation and Offsite $29,700,000 $29,700,000 $23,700,000

Disposal

ROD Table 61
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TABLE 7-3
Cost Sensitivity of Discount Rates
Lonnie C. Miller, Sr. Park Site
Jacksonvifte Ash Feasibifity Study, Revision 1

Totai Present Total Present .

Worth Costs Worth Costs Total Present Worth

Costs
3% Discount Rate 7% Discount Rate
Alternative {S) ($) 10% Discount Rate (S)

Alternative 1~No Further Action '$130,000 $70,000 $50,000
Alternative 2-Soil Cover with Excavation $10,000,000 $9,100,000 v 58,800,000
and Offsite disposal
Alternative 3a-Shallow Excavation, Offsite 325,100,000 $22,800,000 $22,000,000
Disposal, and Soil Cover
Alternative 3b—Shallow Excavation, Offsite $56.800,000 S$54,500,000 $53.700.000
Disposal and Backfill of Soil Cover :
Alternative 4-Deep Excavation and Offsite S$112200,000 $112,200,000 m‘ 12,200,000

Disposatl

ROD Table 62
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PART 9: SELECTED REMEDY
9.1 Remedial Action Objectives and Cleanup Levels
The RAOs for the Jacksonville Ash Site are as follows:

. Prevent human exposure to site COCs through contact, ingestion, or inhalation of soil
contaminated from incinerator ash disposed at the Jacksonville Ash Site with a
carcinogenic risk greater than 1 x 10°(i.e., one in a million), with a noncarcinogenic
hazard index greater than 1 and lead in excess of 400 mg/kg. .

. Prevent impacts to terrestrial biota from exposure to surface soils contaminated from
incinerator ash disposed at the Jacksonville Ash Site and containing chemicals of
potential ecological concermn (COPECSs) in excess of preliminary ecological Remedial
Goals (RGs) and soil background concentrations.”

. Prevent impacts to aquatic communities and viable insectivore (insect eating) and
piscivore (fish eating) communities at all three properties from exposure to sediment
contaminated from incinerator ash at the Jacksonville Ash Site and containing chemicals
of potential ecological concern (COPECSs) in excess of ecological Preliminary
Remediation Goals (PRGs) and sediment background concentrations.’

. Control erosion and transport of soils containing visible ash, lead in excess of 400 mg/ky
or COPECSs in excéss of preliminary ecological RGs along the banks of crecks and rivers
to prevent possible unacceptable risks to human health or ecological impacts.

. Place geotextile (or other membrane) topped with gravel under residential houses with
open crawlspaces (that can be accessed by children) with exceedences of human health
RGs to further prevent direct contact with the soil.*

. Institute groundwater monitoring to verify the "No Action™ decision for the groundwater.
CERCLA 5 year Reviews of post-remedial groundwater monitoring will be used to
determine effectiveness of this site specific source removal in reducing groundwater
contaminant levels and the potential for discharge to surface water. *

Remedial Goals (RGs) for residential soil exposure, industrial soil exposure and ecological soil
and sediment were identified which meet the above RAOs (see Tables 51, 52, 53 and 54).
Figures 16, 17 and 18 indicates the properties known (or suspected) to need remediation. This
figure includes some assumed contaminated parcels based on their location relative to known
contaminated parcels. As mentioned in Part 3.2, some properties are in need of R1 Phase 11

[ . . ' 3 .
Cleanup to satisfy the human health RGs will also provide adequate cleanup to protect ecological
receptors (1.e., separate actions to address ecological risk in soil is not needed).

Exceedences of ecological sediment PRGs in stream sediments have been found to be similar to sediment
background concentrations upstream of the sites. No active remediation of the stream sediment is required.

Geotextile with gravel in open crawlspaces and groundwater monitoring were not part of the remedies
subniitted in the Feasibility Study. EPA has added these RAOs in response to concems by Florida Department of
Environmental Protection and community members.
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sampling. Basically, the RI Phase III sampling is of properties not previously sampled (mainly
due to failure to obtain access) or properties in need of re-sampling because information on
constituent concentrations is incomplete. The third round of RI sampling begins collection of
information needed for quicker implementation of the cleanup once the remedy is selected.
Information collected during RI Phase IIl will be used to further refine areas needing
remediation, but will not alter the cleanup approach selected in this ROD. Any properties
identified in Rl Phase Il as needing remediation will be addressed in a manner consistent with
the selected remedy.

9.2 Selected Remedy

EPA has divided the Site into two Operable Units. The remediation of both Operable Units is
covered by the RAO and RGs contained within this ROD. Based upon consideration of the
requirements of CERCLA, the NCP, the detailed analysis of alternatives, and public and state
comments, the selected remedy for the Forest Street and 5" & Cleveland sites is Alternative 3
(Shallow Excavation, Offsite Disposal and Soil Cover) and Alternative 3a for the Lonnie C.
Miller, Sr. Park. This alternative was the remedy proposed in the July 2005 Proposed Plan with
the following clarification that removal of soils above RGs up to 2 feet and installation of the a
sotl cover is the remedy in residential areas. Installation of a soil cover in residential areas
without excavation will only be considered in special circumstances such as where both of the
following conditions are met:

. storm water drainage, surface grade conditions and surrounding aesthetics (i.e, no isolated
mounds) allow installation of the 2 foot thick soil cover without excavation. and

e contamination does not exist in the upper surface soil {e.g., top foot and %: or 2 feet) but

contamination does exist at depths greater than 2 feet (i.e., excavation will not remove all

of the contaminated soil exceeding RGs).

9.2.1 Summary of the Rationale for the Selected Remedy (Soil)

The Selected Remedy for soil is Alternative 3 and Alternative 3a for Lonnie C. Miller, St. Park
(Shallow Excavation, Offsite Disposal and Soil Cover). Alternatives 3 and 4 both significantly
reduce the risks to human and ecological receptors. However, Alternative 3 (Shatlow
Excavation, Offiste Disposal and Soil Cover) s significantly less expensive than Alternative 4
(Deep Excavation and Offsite Disposal), and the risk reduction benefit gained by excavating
more soil in Alternative 4 (Deep Excavation and Offsite Disposal) relative to the removal
planned for Alternative 3 (Shallow Excavation, Offiste Disposal and Soil Cover) is not deemed
significant. In comparing Alternative 3 to Altemnative 2, there was concern that Alternative 2's
reliance on just a ' foot of cover may not be sufficient over the long term.

9.3  Description of the Selected Remedy

A Remedial Design will be conducted prior to implementation. However, the following is an

outline of the selected remedy. Implementation of Alternative 3 (Alternative 3a for Lonnie C.
Miller, Sr. Park) will include the following major actions to meet the RGOs and the associated
RGs (i.e., cleanup levels): '
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[mplementation of Alternative 3 (Altemative 3a for Lonnie C. Miller, Sr. Park) would include the
following actions to address soil which exceeds residential RGs:
Residential Property

. Prevention of human exposure to surface soil above RGs on properties zoned for
residential use is provided by removal of soil above RGs in the upper two feet and
installation of a soil cover. Excavated soil will undergo stabilization/solidification
pursuant to RCRA treatment standards requirements at 40 CFR §268 before off-site
disposal at an appropriate Subtitle D landfill if it is found to be a hazardous waste by
TCLP testing. Soil excavations in yards poses some very site-specific issues. Here are
some examples of the types of site-specific issues the Remedial Design will have to
address:

- Excavation of less than 2 feet is to be allowed adjacent to the foundation of
buildings and other structures and around the base of trees.

- Removal of trees is to be optional in that large trees can remain undisturbed unless
the property owner desires to have the tree removed for remediation purposes.

- Excavation is to require removal of small yard vegelation and structures (e.g.,
bushes, small sheds. etc.) unless property owner specifically requests that such
vegetation or structures remain undisturbed.

. Prevention of potential human exposure to subsurface soil above RGs below 2 feet is
provided by installation of the 2 foot thick soil cover and Institutional Controls.
Subsurface soil remaining above RGs will be marked by a waming mesh or fabric (i.c.,
snow fencing, etc.) to indicate the presence of contamination. Where practical. excavation
below 2 feet is to be allowed to lesson or eliminate the need for Institutional Controls.

. Place geotextile (or other membrane) topped with gravel under residential houses with
open crawlspaces (that can be accessed by children) with exceedences of human health
RGs to further prevent direct contact with the soil.

. Prevention of potential human exposure to the contaminated soil footprint above RGs
under existing buildings, roads, driveways. sidewalks. asphalt., or concrete which
maintain a break in the exposure pathway is provided by Institutional Controls.

. Temporary Relocation will be offered to eligible residents prior to excavation. Any
Temporary Relocation will follow the Superfund Response Actions: Temporury
Relocation Guidance (OSWER Directive 9230.0-97, April 2002).

Non-Industrial Properties (Parks, school yards, etc)
Non-Industrial Properties are properties that by their use require residential clean up but are not

residential properties. Examples of these properties are school yards and parks where there is
possible frequent exposure to the soil by children.

. Prevention of human exposure to surface soil above RGs by removal of the upper 2 feet
of soil as needed to allow for installation of a 2 feet soil cover. Excavated soil will
undergo stabilization/solidification pursuant to RCRA treatment standards requirements
at 40 CFR §268 before off-site disposal at an appropriate Subtitle D landfill if it is found
to be a hazardous waste by TCLP testing. Excavation of less than 2 feet is to be allowed
adjacent to the foundation of buildings and other structures and around the base of trees.

. Prevention of potential human exposure to subsurface soil below 2 feet by installation of
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2 foot thick soil cover and Institutional Controls. Subsurface soil remaining above RGs
will be marked by a warning mesh or fabric (i.e., snow fencing, etc.) to indicate the
presence of contamination.

. Prevention of potential human exposure to the soil footprint under existing buildings,
roads, driveways, sidewalks, asphalt, or concrete which maintain a break in the exposure
pathway by Institutional Controls.

Implementation of Alternative 3 (Alternative 3a for Lonnie C. Miller, Sr. Park) would include the
following actions to address soil, which exceeds industrial RGs, in industrial settings:

Industrial Property (including Residential Property designated 1o be redeveloped for Industrial

Use)

. Prevention of human exposure to surface soil above RGs on properties zoned industrial
and on residential property designated to be redeveloped for industrial use is provided by
the presence of or installation of a barrier (e.g.. building, roadway, driveway, sidewalk,
asphalt, concrete or soil cover which maintain a break in the exposure pathway) with soil
removal as needed to provide minimum 2 feet of clean cover.

. Prevention of potential human exposure to subsurface soil above RGs below 2 feet is
provided by installation of the 2 foot thick soil cover and Institutional Controls.
Subsurface soil remaining above RGs will be marked by a warning mesh or fabric (i.e.,
snow fencing, etc.) to indicate the presence of contamination.

. Prevention of potential human exposure to the soil footprint above RGs under existing
buildings, roadway, driveway, sidewalk, asphalt, concrete or soil cover which maintain a
break in the exposure pathway) is provided by Institutional Controls.

. Prevention of potential future human exposure to the upper 2 feet of surface soil
exceeding residential RGs from a change in land use is provided by Institutional
Controls.

Some residential property designated to be redeveloped for industrial use is identified in the City
of Jacksonville enacted Ordinance 2003-892E on August 12, 2003. This Ordinance requires all
development in the area of Forest Street Incinerator (and areas outside the site) to follow the
North Riverside Action Plan (NR Action Plan) developed with the help of the North Riverside
Community Development Corporation (TAP Community Group) and area business owners. The
Ordinance and the NR Action Plan are included in Appendix E of this ROD along with zoning
maps of the three properties. Some areas of the Forest Street site will change to light
industrial/commercial to create a buffer between residential housing (which in some areas is
dispersed among light industrial buildings) and commercial properties. The residential houses in
the converted areas will be removed from the commercially zoned areas. This is discussed in
Section 7 of the NR Action Plan in Appendix E of this ROD. '

Implementation of Alternative 3 would include the following actions to control erosion and
transport of contaminated bank soils into creeks and rivers:

Creek and Rivers

. Stabilization of the banks of McCoy’s Creek, Ribault River and Hogan’s Creek (e.g..




. N

59 0204
Record of Decision : . Page 193
Jacksonville Ash Superfund Site August 2000

clear banks, excavate soil to achieve acceptable side slopes, dispose of excavated
soil/material pursuant to RCRA treatment standards requirements at 40 CFR §268 before
off-site disposal at an appropriate Subtitle D landfill, installation of erosion controls to
prevent erosion of ash/contamination into creek, etc.). Acceptable side slopes and other
design clements for bank stabilization will be determined in remedial design by
professional engineers.

All actions which require any combination of cover installation and/or soil excavation include
restoration activities (e.g., replacement of flower beds, trees, shrubs, grass, etc.). All actions that
require excavation will also require characterization of the excavated soil to determine proper
disposal (i.e., determination if the soil is hazardous or not hazardous from a disposal standpoint).

Temporary relocation will be provided to eligible residents upon their request.
9.3.1 Institutional Controls

EPA Institutional Controls (ICs) guidance (EPA 2000) recommends four specific factors be
considered when documenting the ICs to be implemented at a Site: Objective, Mechanism,

Timing and Responsibility. The following is a listing of these factors relative to the Jacksonville
Ash Site.

L. Objective: The objective of the Institutional Controls is to assist the active portion of
the selected remedy (i.e., the cover/excavation portion) in preventing and/or managing
potential human exposure to subsurface soil contamination remaining above RGs (e.g
under buildings, at depths greater than 2 feet in yards, under asphalt, etc.). The
Institutional Controls will also keep property remediated to industrial RGs from reverting
to another use designation (e.g., residential) without Eomoﬁ remediation to satisfy the
proposed non-industrial use.

S84

Mechanism: The remedy relies on Institutiona! Controls to direct and control human
behavior to eliminate or manage exposure to soil contamination remaining at the Site.
Institutional Controls are non-engineered instruments, such as administrative and/or legal
controls, that help to minimize and/or manage the potential for human exposure to
contamination and/or protect the integrity of a remedy. The following are general
explanations of the four categories of Institutional Control mechanisms available for use
followed by those controls to be used for the Jacksonville Ash Site:

. ~ Proprietary Controls - These controls are based on State law and use a variety of

tools to prohibit activities that may compromise the effectiveness of the remedy or |

restrict activities or future uses of resources that may result in unacceptable risk to
human health or the environment. They may also be used to provide site access
for operation and maintenance activities. The most common examples of
proprietary controls are easements and covenants.

Governmental Controls - These controls impose land or resource restrictions
using the authority of an existing unit of government. Typical examples of
governmental controls include zoning, building codes, drilling permit
requirements and State or local groundwater use regulations.
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Enforcement and Permit Tools with IC Components - These types of legal tools
include orders, permits, and consent decrees. These instruments may be issued
unilaterally or negotiated to compel a party to limit certain site activities as well as
ensure the performance of affirmative obligations (e.g., to monitor and report on
an IC’s effectiveness).

Informational Devices - These tools provide information or notification about
whether a remedy is operating as designed and/or that residual or contained
contamination may remain on Site. Typical information devices include State
registries, deed notices, and advisories.

For the Jacksonville Ash Site, Institutional Controls, including some or all of the following, will

be used:

a.

b.

Proprietary Control - Any land owned by the City that has contamination
remaining at depth (> 2 feet) or under houses, concrete driveways, will have

restrictions placed on the deed via restrictive covenants that run with the land to

notify future interested parties or owners of the presence of contaminated soil and
of the requirement to maintain the soil cover or barrier (e.g., building, roadways,
driveways, sidewalks, asphalt or concrete which maintain a break in the exposure
pathway). Any private property owner that has contamination remaining at levels
above RGs at depth or under their house, concrete diiveways, sidewalks, etc.
which maintain a break in the exposure pathway will be offered the opportunity
to and be assisted with setting up a proprietary control for their-property.

Governmental Controls: The City of Jacksonville will establish Governmental
Controls under its administrative authorities with the expressed intent to prevent
and/or manage future human contact with subsurface (> 2 feet) or sub-structure
contaminated soil. Implementation of at least one of the Governmental Controls
should be analogous to the Aquifer Delineation Zone Program in Florida (Chapter
62-524). For example, the Aquifer Delineation Zone Program identifies a zone of
groundwater contamination. When a permit application (e.g., well installation) is
received, the application is checked against existing Aquifer Delineation Zones in
that area. If the application is for a well within that zone, then certain well
construction requirements are applied to ensure that contaminated groundwater
does not enter the well (e.g., double casing of wells, ensuring the recovery zone is

-not within the contaminated zone, etc.). Similarly, the City of Jacksonville, in

consultation with EPA, will identify a Jacksonville Ash Soil Delineation Zone for
that area where soil contamination remains at depth after covering/excavation.
When the City receives an application for an activity within the Jacksonville Ash
Soil Delineation Zone (e.g., to dig for utilities, to build a house, to tear down a
house, to add on to a house, to install a swimming pool, to dig a basement, to
repair roads, etc.), then that application must be flagged and appropriate
restrictions or appropriate management scheme applied prior to approval of the
application.

Regarding the management scheme to be applied in the Soil Delineation Zone, the existing Ash
Management Plan must be finalized and adopted as part of the Institutional Control. The Ash
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Management Plan is envisioned to be one of the main management tools when digging within the
Jacksonville Ash Soil Delineation Zone. The City's Ash Management Plan must include, at a
minimum, procedures:

i. for identification of Ash,

i, for notifications to City and regulatory officials if Ash is encountered,

. for handling, storing and characterizing Ash for proper disposal, transporting Ash,

iv. on minimum requirements for documenting Ash handling and disposal activities,

and .
V. tips to reduce exposure to contaminated soils.

The City of Jacksonville will also identify and work with other governmental permitting
authorities (e.g., St. Johns River Water Management District, Army Corp of Engineers, etc.) to
establish a procedure to ensure that appropriate restrictions or appropriate management scheme is
applied prior to approval of an application by the other governmental authority which could
impact soil contamination remaining in the Soil Delineation Zone.

d. Information Device - Any property owner that has contamination remaining at
depth or under their house, concrete driveways, etc., will be offered the
opportunity to and be assisted with drafting language that can be included in a
homeowner’s deed to notify potential buyers of contamination and/or restrict
future activities of the property so as to maintain the soil cover.

3. Timing: The institutional Controls must be explained in the Remedial Design (RD) and
the Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Plan. These controls must stay in place as long
as subsurface soil contamination remains at levels above RGs.

4. Responsibility: The City of Jacksonville is responsible for implementing and, where
possible given the Institutional Control instrument, enforcing the above identified
Institutional Controls. O&M Reports or similar status reports such as an IC
Implementation Report, that summarizes all ICs implemented for the Site including
mapping of all areas with soil above RGs left in place, location and type of ICs,
deficiencies of the ICs, and other information as needed, will be prepared by the City of
Jacksonville. EPA is responsible for monitoring (e.g., in O&M Report, in IC
Implementation Report, during the 5 year reviews, etc.) the implementation and
effectiveness of the Institutional Controls.

9.3.2 Risk Management Decision (Clarification of Remedy Implementation to meet
Ecological Soil RGs)

Refinement of the COPECs and preliminary ecological RGs was possible. For example, many of
the COPEC: for soils are metals and other inorganic chemical are naturally occurring in the
environment. Some of the COPEC:s are organic chemicals that are also naturally occurring or
ubiquitous in urban environments. To determine background concentrations of COPECs, soil
sampling was performed. Surface soil was collected at a total of 60 background locations
samples. In many cases, the background concentration of the COPEC was above the preliminary
ecological RG (e.g., aluminum, iron). EPA does not require cleanup to below background levels.
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With establishment of the environmental medium of concemn (soil), identification of the COPECs
and determination of surface soil background concentrations, an analysis was performed in
Section 2.5 of the Feasibility Study on the geographic co-location of human health COCs and
ecological COPECs.

This analysis indicates that remediation of soils to human health RGs will remediate almost all of
the exceedances of preliminary ecological RGs or soil background (whichever is higher).
Remediation to human health RGs will remove or break the exposure pathway of a large amount
of contaminated soil, thereby lowering the average concentration of ecological COPECs at the
Site. .

Due to the relatively low quality ecological habitat offered by urbanized settings, the ubiquitous
nature of many of the ecological COPECs and the conservative nature of the preliminary
ecological RGs, it is believed that those locations not targeted for soil cleanup to protect human
health will not result in substantive remaining ecological risk and do not warrant establishment of
specific ecological RGs. The overall conclusion is that cleanup to satisfy the human heaith RGs
will also provide adequate cleanup to protect ecological receptors (i.e., separate actions o
address ecological risk in soil is not needed).

9.3.3 Risk Management Decision ((Clarification of Remedy Implementation to meet
Ecological Sediment RGs)

The analytical results of sediment in McCoy’s Creek (Forest Street) and Ribauld River (Lonnie
C. Miller, Sr. Park) indicate some exceedences of the preliminary ecological remedial goals.
However, exceedences of ecological sediment RGs in stream sediments next to the sites have
been found to be similar to sediment background concentrations upstream of the sifes. This
evaluation in Section 2.5 of the Feasibility Study indicates that the sites have not significantly
contaminated the sediment above levels already present in the surface water bodies. No active
remediation of the creek or river sediment is required, although the banks will be stabilized to
prevent erosion of ash into the surface water bodies.

EPA recognizes that a separate resolution between the PRP and FDEP or any other regulatory
agencies is possible, whereby the multiple sources resulting in elevated levels of contaminants in
the streams and in groundwater contaminant discharge to surface water will be addressed in a
venue separate from the CERCLA remedy.

9.4 Summary of the Estimated Remedy Costs
Costs for Alternative 3 Including Alternative 3a for rosin. C. Miller, Sr. Park Site
Capital Cost: $21,600,000 (F)

$29,100,000 (C)

$20,100,000 (L)
Total All Three Sites: $70,800,000
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Average Annual O&M Cost: $65.000 (F)

(50 Years of O&M) $31,000 (C)
_ $195,000 (L)
Total All Three Sites: $291,000
Total Present Worth: $22,500,000 (F)
(7% Discount Rate) $29,500,000 (C)
$22.800,000 (L)
Total All Three Sites: $74,800,000

The information in the above cost estimate is based on the best available information regarding
the anticipated scope of the remedial alternative. Changes in the cost elements are likely to occur
as a result of new information and data collected during the engineering design of the remedial
alternative. Major changes may be documented in the form of a memorandum in the
Administrative Record file, an ESD, or a ROD amendment. This is an order-of-magnitude

engineering cost estimate having an intended range of +50 to -30 percent of the actual project
cost.

9.5  Expected QOutcomes of the Selected Remedy

The expected outcome is removal of complete soil exposure pathways above RGs for both
human and ecological receptors.

9.6 - Available Land Use after Cleanup

Residential Property

The RGs (1.e., clean-up levels) were chosen based on residential, unrestricted use scenarios.
After the soil excavations are completed, the property would be available for residential,
commercial or industrial uses with restrictions or management scheme (i.e., Institutional
Controls) at those locations where contaminants above RGs remain at depth or under soil cover
or other barriers (e.g., buildings, sidewalks, driveways, asphalt, concrete which maintain a break
in the exposure pathway).

Non-Industrial Properties (Parks, school vards. etc

The RGs (i.e., clean-up levels) were chosen based on residential, unrestricted use scenarios.
After the soil excavation and installation of the 2 foot of soil cover is completed, the property
would be available for residential, commercial or industrial uses with restrictions or management
scheme (i.e., Institutional Controls) at locations where contaminants above RGs remain at depth
or under soil cover or other barriers (e.g., buildings, sidewalks, driveways, asphalt, concrete
which maintain a break in the exposure pathway).
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Industrial Property (including Residential Property designated to be redeveloped for Industiial

Use)

The RGs (i.e., clean-up levels) were default values for industrial scenarios. After installation of a
barrier (e.g., building, asphalt, concrete or soil cover with soil removal as needed to provide
minimum 2 feet of clean cover), the property would be available for commercial or industrial
uses with restrictions or management scheme (i.e., Institutional Controls) at locations where
contaminants above RGs remain at depth or under soil cover or other barriers (e.g., buildings,
sidewalks, driveways, asphalt, concrete which maintain a break in the exposure pathway).

9.7  Anticipated Environmental and Ecological Benefits

Removal of the contaminated soil and stabilization of creek banks will eliminate the potential for
contaminated run-off to enter the creeks and river.

9.8 Final Clean-up Levels

The final RGs for human exposure to soil are listed in Tables 51 and 52. The final RGs for
ecological exposure to soil and sediment are listed in Tables 53 and 54.
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PART 10: SUPPORT AGENCY COMMENTS
10.1  State Opinion on the Remedy (NCP §300.435(c)(2))

The State of Florida, as represented by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection
(FDEP), has been the support agency during the field investigative and remedy analysis leading
up to this ROD. In accordance with 40 CFR §300.435, as the support agency. FDEP has
provided input during this process. FDEP does not object to the selected remedy.

On April 26, 2005 and September 12, 2005, FDEP provided comments on the Proposed Plan. A
response to their comments are included in the Responsiveness Summary (see Part 13.2).
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PART 11: STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS (NCP §300.430(f)(5)(ii) and (iii))
11.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environment (NCP muco.aucsavaxzv

The selected remedy will adequately protect human health and the environment through soil
excavation and associated engineering controls (i.e., soil cover) and Institutional Controls.

Engineerine Controls (2 foot Thick Soil Cover) and Excavation

Surface Soil Contamination: For both residential and industrial scenarios posing cancer risks of
greater than 1x 107 or noncarcinogenic risk greater than a Hazard Quotient of 1, soil contaminant
concentrations in the upper 2 feet will be addressed. Prevention of human exposure to surface
soil contamination in residential areas above RGs is provided by soil removal up to 2 feet and
installation of a soil cover. In industrial areas. prevention of human exposure to surface soil
contamination above industrial RGs is provided by installation of an asphalt, concrete or soil
cover with soil removal as needed to provide minimum 2 feet of clean cover. Subsurtace soil
remaining above RGs will be marked by a warning mesh or fabric (i.e., snow fencing, etc.) to
indicate the presence of contamination.

Institutional Controls

Subsurface Soil Contamination: To ensure that significant volumes of soil contamination,
remaining after shallow excavation or remaining under existing structures, is not disturbed
unknowingly in the future, the City of Jacksonville will place Proprietary Controls on property it
owns and will impose Governmental Controls on actions taken at property within the
Jacksonville Ash Soil Delineation Zone. Propriety Controls or Informational Devices will be
avatlable for private property.

11.2  Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (NCP
§300.430(6)(5)(ii)(B))

ARARs include applicable or relevant and appropriate provisions of standards, requirements,
criteria or limitations presented in the tables described below: _

Chemical Specific ARARs

The primary chemical ARARS are provided in Tables 63.

Location Specific ARARSs

Location specific ARARSs are provided in Table 64.

| Action Specific ARARs

Action specific ARARs are provided in Table 65.



TABLE 63: CHEMICAL - SPECIFIC ARARs

PCB Requirements

Sec. 2601-2629

disposal requirements
for PCBs. See 40 CFR
Part 761, Subpart D.

Standard, Requirement, . Citation Description Federal or Comment
Criteria or Limitation (certain State
provisions of) ARAR
Toxic Substances Control Act |15 USC Establishes storage and |Federal PCBs are a site COC. Concentrations,

however, may be below levels that require
adherence to TSCA.

Clean Air Act

National Primary and
Secondary Ambient Air
Quality Standards

42 USC
Section 7401-
7671

Establishes standards
for ambient air quality
to protect public health
and welfare (including
standards for
particulate matter and
lead). See 40 CFR Part
50.6, 50.7 and 50.12.

Federal

Relevant and Appropriate to activities which
might result in air emissions during
remedial actions

National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants

Sets emission standards
for designed hazardous
pollutants. See 40 CFR
Part 61 Subpart A

Federal

Regulates new installations that will or
might reasonably be expected to become a
source or indirect source of air pollution.
Emissions of hazardous air pollutants is not
anticipated under any alternatives.

“Global” Risk Based
Corrective Action

Section
376.30701 FS

Establishes risk levels
for cleanups (i.c., 1 X
10 for carcinogens and
a hazard index of 1 for
noncarcinogens).

State

NOTE: The only identified ARAR from
Section 376.30701 and Chapter 62-780 are
the risk levels. :
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TABLE 64: , LOCATION - SPECIFIC ARARs

Comment

Standard, Requirement, Citation Description Federal
Criteria or Limitation (certain or State
. provisions of) ARAR
Fish and Wildlife Coordination |33 CFR Requires that the U.S. Fish Federal {If the remedy along Moncrief Creek
Act Regulations Subsection and Wildlife Service, National involves creek alternation, these
320.3 Marine Fisheries Service, and agencies would be consulted.
related state agencies be
consulted prior to structural
modification of any body of
-Iwater, including wetlands. If
modifications must be
conducted, the regulation
requires thal adequate
protection be provided for fish
and wildlife resources.
Endangered Species Act 16 USC Requires that Federal agencies |Federal  [If the remedy along Moncrief Creek

Sec. 1531-1543

insure that any action
authorized, funded, or carried
by the agency is not likely to
jeopardize the continued
existence of any threatened or
endangered species or destroy
or adversely modify critical
habitat. See 40 CFR 6-
302(h), S0 CFR Par 200, 50

CFR Part 402

impacts endangered species, then this
order would be followed.
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TABLE 64:  LOCATION- SPECIFIC ARARs

Comment

of actions they may take in a
flood plain to avoid, to the
maximum extent possible, the
adverse impacts associate
with direct and indirect
development of a flood plain.

Standard, Requirement, Citation Description Federal
Criteria or Limitation (certain or State
' provisions of) ARAR
Executive Order on Wetlands  |Exec. Order Requires action to minimize  |Federal |If the remedy along Moncrief Creek
11990 the destruction, loss, or involves wetlands, then this order would
degradation of wetlands and be followed.
to preserve and enhance the
natural beneficial values of
wetlands -
National Environmental Policy [40 CFR These regulations contain the [Federal [If remedial action affects a wetland,
Act (NEPA) Regulations, SubSection procedures for complying these regulations would apply.
Wetlands, Floodplains, etc. 6.301(a) with Executive Order 11990
on wetlands protection.
-1Appendix A state that no
remedial alternative adversely
affect a wetland if another
practicable alternative is
available. If no alternative is
available, impact from
implementing the chosen
alternative must be mitigated.
Executive Order on Floodplain |Exec. Order Requires Federal agencies to |Federal |Applicable to remedial actions that
Management 11,988 evaluate the potential effects affect or impinge on flood plains.

S
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TABLE 65:. ACTION- SPECIFIC ARARs

Emergency Procedures

contingency plan and
designation of an emergency
coordinator

Standard, Requirement, Citation Description Federal Comment
Criteria or Limitation (certain or State '
provisions of) ARAR

Solid Waste Disposal Act - 42 USC Federal

Sec. 6901-6987

Identification and Listing of 40 CFR Part 261 |Defines those solid wastes  |Federal |[Determines potential waste

Hazardous Waste that are subject to regulation classifications and applicability of land
as hazardous wastes under 40 disposal restrictions under 40 CFR 268.
CFR Parts 262-265 and Parts
270, 271, 124

Standards Applicable to 40 CFR Part 262 Federal

Generators of Hazardous Waste

| Standards for Owners and 40 CFR Part 264 |Establishes minimum Federal [Onsite disposal of hazardous waste is

Operators of Hazardous Waste national standards that define -|not anticipated. Onsite treatment of -

Treatment, Storage and the acceptable management characteristic waste in temporary units

Disposal Facilities of hazardous waste fo may be necessary.
rowners nad operations of
facilities that treat, store or

' dispose of hazardous waste.

Preparedness and Prevention Subpart C Specifies requirement for Federal {Onsite waste management of generated
communications, alarm hazardous waste may be necessary based
systems and coordination on hazardous waste determinations.
with local authorities '

Contingency-Plan and Subpart D Requires development of a  |Federal |Onsite waste management of generated

hazardous waste may be necessary based
on hazardous waste determinations.
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TABLE 65: _ ACTION- SPECIFIC ARARs

Comment

treatment associated with
cleanup activities.
Hazardous waste treated
within a TU is not subject to
LDRs. However, the treated
soil must meet LDRs prior to
offsite disposal.

Standard, Requirement, Citation Description Federal
Criteria or Limitation (certain or State
' provisions of) ARAR
Manifest System, Record Subpart E See 264.71 (Use of manifest |Federal |Onsite waste management of generated
Keeping and Reporting system) and 264,73 hazardous waste may be necessary based
(operating record) on hazardous waste detertinations.
Releases from Solid Waste Subpart F Federal |Requirements for detection of release
Management Units Waste Piles from SWMUs are applicable for units
treating generated hazardous waste.
Waste Piles Subpart L See 264.251 (Design and Federal |Onsite treatment of genetated hazardous
operating requirements), waste may be necessary based on
264.254 (Monitoring and hazardous waste determinations.
inspection), 264.258
(Closure and Post-closure
o care)
Corrective Action for Solid Subpart S - This part of the regulation Federal |Onsite treatment of generated hazardous
Waste Management Units - 264.553 includes the definition of a wasle may be necessary based on
(Temporary Temporary Unit (TU) to hazardous waste determinations.
Units) facilitate waste management
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TABLE 65:" ACTION- SPECIFIC ARARs |

Comment

Standard, Requirement, Citation Description Federal
Criteria or Limitation (certain or State
_ provisions of) ARAR .
Land Disposal Restrictions 40 CFR Part 268 |Identifies hazardous waste  [Federal |Based on hazardous waste
' that are restricted from land determinations, compliance with LDRs
disposal may be needed.
Alternative Land Disposal 40 CFR Achieve the greater of 90 Federal }Based on hazardous waste
Restriction Treatment Standards |Part 268.49 percent reduction in total determinations, compliance with LDRs
for Contaminated Soil constituent concentrations or may be needed.
ten times the Universal
Treatment Standards (UTS)
for the constituent.
I5USC Establishes storage and Federal |PCBs are a site COC. Concentrations,

Toxic Substance Control Act

' |PCB Requirements

Sec. 2601-2629

disposal requirements for
PCBs (see 40 CFR Part 761,
Subpart D).

however, may be below levels that
requfire adherence to TSCA.

Florida Hazardous Waste Rules

Portions of FAC
Chapter 62-730
comparable to
the Federal
ARARs
identified in 40
CFR 261 through
268

Equivalent or more stringent
than the Federal ARARs
identified in 40 CFR 261
through 268.

State

If the State requirements are more
stringent that the Federal requirements,
then the State requirements will be
followed.

9

Y

L1239

907 @3eq




TABLE 65: - ACTION: SPECIFIC ARARs

Comment

Standard, Requirement, - Citation Description Federal
Criteria or Limitation' (certain {or State
I provisions of) ARAR
- |Florida Air Pollution Rules FAC Establishes permitting State
-1October 1992 ’ Chapter 62-2 requirements for owners and
operators of any source that
emits any air pollutant. The
rule also establishes ambient
air quality standards for
sulfur dioxide, PM,,, ozone.
Florida Regulation of FAC Requirements for discharges {State
Stormwater Discharge - May Chapter 62-25  |of untreated storm water to
1993 ensure protection of the
surface water of the state
Florida Ambient air Quality FAC Establishes ambient air State
Standards - December 1994 Chapter 62-272  (quality standards necessary
to protect human heaith and
public welfare.
Florida Water Well Permitting |FAC Establishes minimum State
and Construction Requirements |Chapter 62-532 |[standards for the location,
- March 1992 construction, repair an
abandonment of water well.
Permitting requirements and
procedures are established.

)
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TABLE 65: ACTION- SPECIFIC ARARs

Standard, Requirement, Citation Description Federal Comment
Criteria or Limitation (certain or State
provisions of) ARAR
Florida Rules on Hazardous FAC . Requires warmning signs at State

Waste Warning Signs - July
1991

Chapter 62-736

NPL and FDEP identified
hazardous waste sites to
inform the public of the
presence of potentially

harmful conditions
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“To-Be-Considered” (TBC)’

The following is a listing of those TBCs utilized in the remedy:

. Standards found in 20 CFR 1910 from the Occupational, Health and Safety
Administration (OSHA) are carried as to-be-considered values pursuant to 40 CFR
300.400(g)(3).

. The soil cleanup target levels (SCTLs) for residential and industnal scenarios found
Chapter 62-777 are utilized as default values to satisfy the State chemical-specific ARAR
relating to a carcinogenic risk of 1 X 10 and a hazard index of | for noncarcinogens.

. Chapter 62-780's 2 foot minimum for breaking exposure pathways between people and
contaminated soil is utilized as a default thickness.

11.3  ARAR Waivers (NCP §300.430(f)(5)(ii)(C))

This Part of the ROD explains any federal or state laws that the qm_:mn_v\ will not meet, the waiver
invoked, and the justification for invoking the waiver,

No ARAR waivers are utilized in this ROD.
11.4  Cost Effectiveness (NCP §300.430(f)(5)(ii)(D))

This Part of the ROD explains how the Selected Remedy meets the statutory requirement that all
Superfund remedies be cost-effective. A cost-effective remedy in the Superfund program is one
whose “costs are proportional to its overall effectiveness™. (NCP §300.430(H(1)(ii}D)). The

overall effectiveness” is determined by evaluating the following three of the five balancing
criteria used in the detailed analysis of alternatives: (1) Long-term effectiveness and permanence;
(2) Reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume (TMV) through treatment; and, (3) Short-term

effectiveness. “Overall effectiveness is then compared to cost” to determine whether a remedy is
cost-effective AZQV §300.430(H)(1)(1i)(D)).

For determination of cost effectiveness, a cost effectiveness matrix was utilized (see Table 66).
In the matrix, the alternatives were listed in order of increasing costs. For each alternative,
information was presented on long term effectiveness and permanence, reduction of toxicity,
mobility and volume through treatment, and short term effectiveness. The information in those
three categories was compared to the prior altemative listed and evaluated as to whether it was
more effective (+), less effective (-) or of equal effectiveness (=).

By definition, ARARS are promulgated, or legally enforceable federal and state requirements. EPA has
also developed another category known as “to be considered” (TBCs), that includes nonpromulgated criteria,
advisories, guidance, and proposed standards issued by federal or state governments. TBCs are not potential ARARs
because they are neither promulgated nor enforceable. it may be necessary to consult TBCs to interpret ARARSs. or
to determine preliminary remediation goals when ARARs do not exist for particular contaminants. ldentification and
compliance with TBCs is not mandatory in the same way that it is for ARARs.
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1.-TMYV = Toxicity, Mobility and Volume

ecti wrough Treatmént,

1) No Action - . Not $70,000 (F) No Reduction in Long |No reduction of TMV |Continued Risk to Community

Applicable $70,000 (C)  [Term Risk and Environment

$70,000 (L)
2) Soil Cover Yes $13,200,000 (F) |+ Minimal Reduction |+ Reduction of TMV |+ Controllable risk to
with Excavation $21,400,000 (C) |in Long Term Risk (via some soil community and workers
and Offsite $9,100,000 (L) treatment for offsite
Disposal disposal)
3) Shallow Yes $22,500,000 (F) |+ Reduces Risks to + Reduction of TMV |= Controllable risk to
Excavation, $29,500,000 (C) [Acceptable Levels (via more soil community and workers
Offsite Disposal $22,800,000 (L.3a) treatment for offsite -
and Soil Cover $54,500,000 (1.3b) disposal)
4) Deep No $24,200,000 (F) |[= Reduces Risks to + Reduction of TMV |- Controllable risk with great
Excavation and $29,700,000 (C) |Acceptable Levels (via more soil effort and disruption to
Offsite Disposal $112,200,000 (L) treatment for offsite  [community. Controllable risk
disposal) to workers

Notes:

Key:

+ More effective than previous alternative
- Less effective than previous alternative
= No change in effectiveness over previous alternative
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The selected remedy is considered cost effective because it is a permanent solution that reduces
human health and ecological risks to acceptable levels at less expense than some of the other
permanent, risk reducing alternatives evaluated.

11.5 Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment (or Resource
Recovery) Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) (NCP
§300.430(f)(5)(ii)(E))

The selected remedy for soil, provides for reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume, but not
through treatment. A large volume of contaminated soil will be transported off-site, resulting in
a permanent solution. The selected remedy provides for treatment of contaminated soil only as
needed to satisfy RCRA Land Ban Disposal requirements.

11.6 Preference for Treatment as n Principal Element (NCP §300.430()(5)(ii)(F))

The sclected remedy considers that a small percentage of the excavated soil will be in need of
treatment. For example, it is believed that some of the soil contains hazardous characteristics
requiring it to be considered a RCRA hazardous waste and in need of treatment pursuant to
RCRA treatment standard requirements at 40 CFR §2068. .

11.7  Indication of the Remediation Goals (NCP §300.430(f)(5)(iii)(A))

Tables 51,52, 53 and 54 list the RGs to be met by the remedy. Confirmatory sampling or similar
means will be used to determine satisfaction of the RGs and disposal requirements.

11.8 Documentation of Significant Changes from Preferred Alternative of Proposed Plan
(NCP §300.430(fH)(5)(iii)(B))

The Proposed Plan for the Jacksonville Ash Site was released for public comment in July 2005.
The public comment period was from July 28, 2005, to September 12, 2005. The Proposed Plan
identified Alternative 3 (Alternative 3a for Lonnie C. Miller Park) as the remedy. Written
comments were received by EPA during the public comment period. EPA reviewed the verbal
comments submitted during the public meeting, which was transcribed by a court reporter. See
Part 13 of this ROD for a response to the comments received.

Based on concerns expressed by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection and
community members, the preferred remedy was changed to include groundwater monitoring to
verify the “No Action™ decision on the groundwater and geotextile mat (or other appropriate
membrane) topped with gravel will be placed under houses with open crawlspaces (that are
accessible by children) with soil containing COCs above RGs. The geotextile and gravel will
remove the possibility of exposure to soils under houses with open crawlspaces.

References to the voluntary removal of ash > 25% that were made in the Proposed Plan have

been removed from the final remedy in the ROD. This is a remedy implementation issue that can
be considered during Remedial Design and not a remedial goal.




Record of Decision m @ ﬁ; M M W Page 212

Jacksonville Ash Superfund Site ) Augast 2006

11.9  Five-Year Requirements (NCP §300.430(f)(5)(iii)(C))

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining

on-site above levels that do not allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a statutory 5

year review will be conducted within five years of construction completion for the site to ensure
that the remedy is, or will be, protective of human health and the environment.
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PART 12: COMMUNITY OUTREACH LEADING UP TO PROPOSED PLAN
12.1 Community Outreach

The first EPA Fact-Sheets discussing the Jacksonville Ash Site was distributed in September
1999 and February 2000. Community interviews were conducted in December 1999 and a
Community Relations Plan was prepared in March 2000. A RI/FS Kickoff public meeting was
held on May 1, 2000, with a Fact Sheet prepared to inform the public about the start of the RI/FS.

In January 2000, the North Riverside Community Association was chosen as the Technical
Assistance Plan (TAP) community group to hire a technical advisor to review and comment on
“the technical aspects of the RI/FS and to communicate information to the affected community.

The technical advisors have been sent all major technical documents for review and comment
during the RVFS. A

In order to increase participation in the Rl sampling of residential yards, an EPA Fact Sheet
requesting access for sampling was issued in December 2001. In January 2002, the EPA and the
City walked through the neighborhood making contact with people who had not returned
previous requests for access, During the walk through the community, questions on the access
agreements and the importance of the additional sampling were answered.

In March 2002, U.S. Representative Corrine Brown sent a letter to individuals who had not
signed the access agreements. Representative Brown’s letter encouraged people to sign the
access agreement so sampling could take place to determine if incinerator ash and contaminated
soil are present. )

Another EPA Fact Sheet was distributed to the community in May, 2002 providing the status of
the investigation and again asking for cooperation with any future access requests for sampling.

In January 2003 and August 2005, EPA Fact Sheets were distributed to the community providing
the status of the investigation.

"The EPA Fact Sheet presenting the proposed remedy for the Site was issued in July 2005.

Several public meetings were held throughout the RUFS to keep the community informed of the
status of the sites and to allow the public to ask questions. The dates of some of these public
meetings are November 13, 1999, September 11, 2000, February 19, 2000, March 28, 2001 and
June 7, 2002. A public availability session was held on September 8, 2005 during the public
comment period for the Proposed Plan,
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PART 13: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN REMEDY SELECTION (NCP §300.430(f)(3))

13.1 Public Notice (NCP §300.430(f)(3)(i)(A)), Public Comment (NCP §300.430(f){(3)(i)(B)
and (C)), Public Meeting (NCP §300.435(f)(3)(i)(D) and (E))

Mailing of the Proposed Plan Fact Sheet to the community began on July 28, 2005. The
Administrative Record file was made available to the public on August 1, 2005. The
Administrative Record was also placed in the information repositories maintained at the EPA
Region 4 Superfund Record Center and at the Emmett Reed Community Center, Jacksonville
Urban League Office and Bradham Brooks Public Library. The notice of the availability of the
Administrative Record and an announcement of the Proposed Plan public meeting was published
in the Jacksonville Times Union on August 2, 2005. A public comment period was held from
July 28, 2005, to September 28, 2005. The public comment period was expanded until
September 12, 2005. The Proposed Plan was presented to the community in a public meeting on
August 10, 2005, at the Emmett Reed Community Center. At this meeting, representatives from
EPA answered questions about the Site and the proposed remedy and accepted public comments.

13.2 Significant Changes from Preferred Alternative of Proposed Plan

Based on concerns expressed by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection and
community members, the preferred remedy was changed to include groundwater monitoring to
verify the “No Action™ decision on the groundwater and geotextile mat (or other appropriate
membrane) topped with gravel will be placed under houses with open crawlspaces (that are
accessible by children) with soil containing COCs above RGs. The geotextile and gravel will
remove the possibility of exposure to soils under houses with open crawlspaces.

References to the voluntary removal of ash > 25% that were made in the Proposed Plan have

been removed from the final remedy in the ROD. This is a remedy implementation issue that can
be considered during Remedial Design and not a remedial goal.

13.3 Responsiveness Summary ((NCP §300.430(f)(3)(i)(F))
Written and verbal comments were received during the public comment period. A copy of the
written comments and a copy of the public meeting transcript is in the Administrative Record.

A brief summary of the major comments is contained in the following paragraphs:

Comments from the Communit

Verbal and written comments were received during the public comment period. Many questions
were asked and answered at the public meeting. A copy of the written comments and a copy of
the public meeting transcript (including EPA responses at the meeting) are in the Administrative
Record. When viewed as a whole, there were several themes found in the written and verbal
comments received. A brief summary of the major themes/comments is contained in the
following paragraphs followed by EPA’s response.
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Summary of Verbal Comments from Public Meeting: Some comimunity members expressed
concern with contamination remaining at depths below 2 feet, below trees, houses. and roads
after installation of the soil cover and associated soil excavation is complete.

Response: The prevention of humun exposure to surfuce soil is provided by 2 feet of
uncontaminated soil, and along with the Institutional Controls constitute a protective remedyv by
eliminating and/or managing future human contact with subsurface or sub-structure
contaminated soil. Use of a thickness of 2 feet of clean soil to break the exposure pathway is
actually very protective; in fact, more protective than what is being done at manv other lead sites
across the country. For example, on page 37 of the Superfund Lead-Contaminated Residential
Sites Handbook (i.e., Lead Handbook; OSWER 9285.7-50, June 2003). it is stated that "...the top
12 inches in a residential vard can be considered to be available for direct human contact. With
the exception of gurdening, the tvpical activities of children and adults in residential properties
do not extend below a I2-inch depth. Thus, placement of « barrier of at least 12 inches of clean
soil will generally prevent direct human contact and exposure to contaminated soil left at
depith... Tvwwenty-four (24) inches of cleun soil cover is generally considered 1o be adequate for
gardening areas...24-inch barrier normally is necessary to prevent contuct of contaminated soil
at depth with plant roots, root vegetables, and cleun soil that is mixed via rototilling. "

On page 44 of the Superfund Lead Handbhook (EPA 2003f), the following point is made
regarding placement of a marker. which will be pluced in all areas at the Jacksonville Ash Site
where contamination ubove the RGs remain at depth, “[il]f contamination is not removed to the
Jull depth of contamination on a property, « permanent barrier/marker that is permeable, casily
visible and not prone to frost heave. should be pluced to sepurate the clean fill from the
contamination...Examples of suitable barriers/markers include snow fencing (usually orange). a
clean, crushed limestone laver, and geofubric.”

Implementation of the remedy at the Jucksonville Ash Site will result in some arcas with soil
contamination remaining at depth (i.e., under the 2 foot thick soil cover. under houses. roads,
etc.). To address those areas with contamination remaining above RGs, the remedy relies on
Institutional Controls to eliminate or manage exposure to soil contamination remaining at the
Site. Institutional Controls are non-engineered instruments, such as administrative and/or legul
controls, that help to minimize and/or manage the potential for human exposure to
contamination and/or protect the integrity of a remedy.

Summary of Verbal and Written Comments from Public Meeting: Some community
members expressed a desire to be relocated.

Response: EPA’s preference is to address the risks and choose methods of cleanup which allow
people to remain safely in their homes and businesses. However, the National Contin gency Plan
(NCP- 40 CFR part 300, App. D(g)) does state that, "[t]emporary or permanent relocation of
residents, businesses. and community facilities may be provided where it is determined necessary
{0 protect human health and the environment.” Temporary relocation Jor eligible residents upon
their request is specifically provided for in the ROD. Regarding application of permanent
relocation, two possible EPA triggers for using permanent relocation were identified during
stakeholder forums hosted by EPA and held between Muay 1996 and October 1997 on the. Interim
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Policy on the Use of Permanent Relocations as Part of Superfund Remedial Actions.
Specifically, EPA stated that its primary reasons for conducting a permanent relocation would
be to address an immediate risk to human health (where an engineering solution is not readily
available) or where the structures (e.g.. homes or v:.t:a.aa\ are an impediment to
implementing a protective cleanup.

In the Julv 8, 1999, EPA Federal Register public noticing the Interim Policy on the Use of
Permanent Relocations as Part of Superfund Remedial Actions the following was stated: *[t]o
date, the overwhelming majority of Superfund sites located in residential areus are being
cleaned up without the need to permanentlv relocate residents and businesses. For example, ut
the Glen Ridge, Montclair/West Orange Radium Sites in New Jersev, and the Bunker Hill Mining
Site in Idaho, EPA has successfully excavated contaminated soils from approximately 5,000
residential properties down to levels of contamination that no longer pose unacceptable risks.
By: addressing the risks at these three Sites through cleanups, people were able 1o remain in their
homes and entire communities were kept intact.” [n summary, EPA Region 4 believes that the
removal of two feet of soil where contamination exists in residential areas, followed by
institutional controls, around existing homes/buildings is technically feasible, reusonable, cost
effective and protective of human health and the environment at the Jacksonville Ash Site.

Summary of Verbal Comments from Public Meeting: Some community members expressed
concern that their minority community is being treated differently with regard to the proposed
cleanup approach.

Response: The U.S. EPA is commitred to the fuir treatment of all people regardless of race,
color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, und
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations. and policies. Fair treatment meuns that no
group of people, including racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic groups, should bear
disproportionarelv high and adverse human health or environmental effects resulting from
Federal agency programs, policies, and activities. The remedy selection process has been
undertaken with this definition of fuir treatment.

Summary of Verbal and Written Comments from Public Meeting: Some community
members asked if the Forest Park Head Start School was safe for their children to attend.

Response: The contaminated soil around the school (i.e., the playground, parking lot and public
parks) has been covered with clean soil to prevent exposure to ash contamination. The Duval
County Department of Health annually tests the blood lead levels of children attending the
school and has found blood lead level to be below the criteria of 10 micrograms/deciliter and
below the average child blood lead level for the county. All available data indicates that the
children at the Head Start School are not exposed to ash contamination and are safe.

Summary of Written Comments from Public Meeting: Some community members expressed
the desire for more time for public comment and an additional public information meeting.

Response: The 30-day public comment period required by the NCP was originally planned to
end on August 28, 2005. Based on public requests and a desire by EPA to allow the community
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to communicate their concerns. the public comment period was extended until September 12,
2005. In addition to the August 10, 2005 Proposed Plan public meeting, u public information
meeting was held on September 8, 2005 to ullow the community to ask questions and 10 offer
more comments. EPA believes the udditional steps to involve the public has been successful in
obtaining meaningful input from the community.

Summary of Written Comments from Public Meeting: Some community members expressed
the desire to have soil removed from under the buildings with open crawl space.

Response: Risk associated with elevated soil lead levels is directlv proportional to the duration
and frequency of exposure. Although it is EPA’s technical judgement that the levels under crawl
spuaces are not frequented nor is the duration such that unacceptable risks occur, in an attempt 1o
eliminaie uny possible direct exposure to soil in available open crawl space accessible 1o
children, the remedy has been modified to include placement of a geotextile mat (or other
membrane) topped with a luver of gravel. .

Summary of Written Comments from Public Meeting: Some community members cxpressed
the desire to have the Brooklyn area tested for contamination.

Response: Parts of Brooklyn have already been sampled ith additional sumpling planned in
Opcerable Unit 2. Operable Unit 2 will be sampled once the remedy for Operable Unirt [ is
underway. There is a possibility of ash contamination existing in other parts of the citv. These
areas cannot he brought into the Jucksonville Ash Site us they are not contiguous but will have
10 handled as different sites. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection or EPA will
evaluate any suspected area of ash contumination and determine if it should be handled as a
Superfund site or through another State environmental progranm.

Summary of Written Comments from Public Meeting: A community member asked what
effect will testing have on property values.

Response: Testing of properties allows EPA to determine whether there is contamination
present that warrants remediation. With knowledge of the presence or absence of contanination
on a property, that lot can be determined to-be safe or included in the cleanup by the City of
Jacksonville. The remedy, which includes excavation of contamination to 2 feet in residential
areas, will remove the majority of ash contamination on most lots. Having the contamination

removed from a property should help maintain properties values better than leaving the
contamination on the lot. The remedy should aid the real estate values by removing uncertainty

which exists due to the existing contamination. EPA believes that the QQ::S approach does not
preclude and may even lead to redevelopment in the areu.

Summary of Written Comments from Public Meeting: A 833:2@ member asked who
decides what option will be used for clean up.

Response: EPA's remediation decision is based on site facts as applied to established Agency
regulations, policies and guidunce. EPA, with input from the EPA National Remedy Review
Board and the Florida Department of Environmental Protection, makes the final cleanup
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decision after considering a variety of alternatives using the nine remedy evaluation criteria
stated in Part 8.1 of the ROD. One of the modifving criteria for selecting the final remedy is
community acceptance of the remedy based on comments received during the Proposed Plun
public comment period and public meetings.

Summary of Written Comments from Public Meeting: A community member asked if there
was monetary assistance available for citizens to clean up a property so they can buy it.

Response: EPA is not aware of monetary assistance for citizen initiated cleanups. It is
anticipated that the Responsible Party (the City of Jacksonville) will fund and perform the
cleunups. , : ‘

*

Comments from the TAP Community Group

Verbatim Written Comment Received on September 21, 2005:

Comments on the selected remedy for the Jacksonville Ash Sites, August 22, 2005
Submitted to the North Riverside Community Association under the TAP grant.

Dr. R. Kevin Pegg, Technical Advisor to the North Riverside Comunity Association

Overview of materials for evaluating the remedy

We recently received for review and comment several documents from the Environmental
Protection Agency related to cleanup of the contaminated ash sites in Jacksonville, Florida. The
Remedial Investigation report dated December 2004 provides the most recent data on testing in
the contaminated neighborhoods surrounding former incinerators and Lonnie C. Miller Sr. Park.
The Feasibility Study report dated May 2005 discusses several scenarios for cleaning up the sites
and gives supporting documentation. The Removal Action Work Plan for the 5th and Cleveland
Incinerator site dated July 2005 gives specific information on one area requiring cleanup. The
Superfund Fact Sheet Proposed Plan Jacksonville Ash Superfund Site Dated July 2005 provides
a broad overview of the three sites and discusses EPA's rationale for choosing a remedial plan
based on partial removal and covering. In addition to the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility
Study, we also used information from the Human Health Baseline Risk Assessment in evaluating
the remedies selected by EPA and the City of Jacksonville. Finally, we received a copy of the
EPA presentation from the public meeting on August 10, 2005, with a cover letter discussing the
meeting. Our understanding of the plan is inclusive of the verbal commentary at the meeting and
the slides presented to the public.

Issue 1: Differences between the Feasibility Study and the plan proposed at the public meeting.

Based on a critical reading of the Feasibility Study Alternative 3 states that 2 feet of clean fill
covering areas of ash is the remedy, and excavation occurs only when the additional 2 feet height
would result in drainage problems. When drainage problems from the additional surface
elevation occur then excavation would be used, however only to the extent that allows a cover
fill. The EPA's Fact Sheet handed out in advance of the public meeting is less clear than the
Feasibility Study regarding the amount of excavation. It is our understanding from the public
meeting slide presentation, and the verbal description of the remedy by Mr. Joseph Alfano, that
the remedy would include excavation of all ash above 25% and contaminants on the private
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residential lands of the neighborhoods and backfilling to grade. The Record of Decision and any
Statement or Scope of Work should spell out in detail site residential cleanup methodology.

Issue 2: Clarification of private residential propertics versus public properties

The Feasibility Study does not differentiate between public and private lands, or between current
residential properties and future public areas. People in this area are more likely to be exposed at
home or from a neighboring home site than from exposure in city facilities or from occasional
use of a city park.

Alternative 3 chosen by the EPA for cleaning up the sites is reasonable and appropriate only for
remediating public lands. Only alternative 4, removal of all ash and contaminates, is appropriate
for private residential properties. Alternative 4 will better meet both the protective of human
health and long-term effectiveness requirements under Superfund law for private residential
property.

In the copy of the Public Meeting slides provided by EPA "Proposed Remedy (continucd)” slides
do differentiate between cleanups on private and public lands (the slides were not numbered, in
our file these are slides 54 and 55). Removal of contamination in the upper two feet of soil is
discussed in the slides for residential property. In the slides a nonresidential property has a
cleanup consisting of a two-foot deep cover of clean compacted soil. These are significantly
different cleanups. Essentially the EPA public meeting slides describe a different cleanup than
that described in the FS.

The ROD and SOW should clearly describe the types of cleanups that occur on residential
private property and the types of cleanups that occur on commerciul or public properties. Each
has a significant different risk associated with it, and compositing risk for this neighborhood is
inappropriate.

Response 1o Issues | and 2: The Feasibility Stucy does use lunguage that is not clear us to the
extent to which contaminated soil will be excavated or covered. EPA clarified its position in the
Julv 2005 Proposed Plan by specifving the type of remediation that is required for different land
uses. Remediation for residential property is stared as removal of contaminated soils above
remedial goals of up to.two feet before placement of a soil cover. Removal of less than nwo feet
is acceptable when there is less than two feet of contaminated soil above remedial goals, around
building foundations and other structures and around the base of trees if they are left in pluce.
Excavation of contaminated soil greater than two feet is allowed, but not required, to remove all
contaminated soils and lessen the need for institutional controls. On industrial properties and
non-residential properties such as the city-owned parks the remedy is excavation of
contaminated soils as needed to allow installation of u two foot soil cover. EPA’s position that
residential properties will have up to two feet of contaminated soil above remedial goals
removed before placement of a soil cover will be clearly stated in the Record of Decision.

As to the choice of Alternative 3 over Alternative 4, EPA believes that prevention of human
exposure to surface soil is provided by 2 feet of uncontaminated soil, and along with the
Institutional Controls constitute a protective remedy by eliminating and/or managing future
human contact with subsurfuce or sub-structure contaminated soil. Use of u thickness of 2 fect
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of clean soil 10 break the exposure pathway is more protective than what is being done at many
other lead sites across the country. For example, on page 37 of the EPA’s Lead Handhook, it is
stated that "...the top 12 inches in a residential yard can be considered 1o be available for direct
human contact. With the exception of gardening, the tvpical activities of children and adults in
residential properties do not extend below a [2-inch depth. Thus, placement of a barrier of at
least 12 inches of clean soil will generally prevent direct human contact and exposure 1o
contaminated soil left at depth... Twentv-four (24) inches of clean soil cover is generally
considered 1o be adequate for gardening areas...24-inch barrier normally is necessary 1o prevent
contact of contaminated soil at depth with plant roots, root vegetables, and clean soil that is
mixed viu rototilling. "

To address those areas with contamination remaining above RGs, the remedy relies on
Institutional Controls to eliminate or manage exposiure to soil contamination remaining at the
Site. Institutional Controls are non-engineered instruments, such as administrative and/or legal
controls. that help to minimize and/or manage the potential for human cxposure to
contamination and/or protect the integrity of « remedy.

Issue 3: Cleanup lacks completeness

The cleanup plan presented by the EPA includes buffer zones where no cleanup occurs near
homes and some trees. While cleanup under pad foundations ts not a necessity for this type of’
waste many of the homes in the area, especially the older homes, have pier foundations with
craw] spaces. The technology to remove ash safely and efficiently certainly exists and should be
utilized. Many of the trees where ash occurs only have surface contamination and can be
effectively and safely remediated. The language in the FS is "corner cutting” to reduce the
cleanup volumes in violation of the intent of Superfund criteria for reductions in toxicity and
effectiveness. _

EPA should provide a parcel-by-parcel decision of actual cleanup technologies for each private
lot.

Response to Issue 3: Risk ussociuted with elevated soil lead levels is directly proportional to the
duration and frequency of exposure. Although it is EPA’s technical judgement that the levels
under crawl spaces are not frequented nor is the duration such that unacceptuble risks occur, in
an attempt to eliminate any possible direct exposure to available and utilized crawl space, the
remedy has been modified to include placement of « geotextile mat topped with a laver of gravel

If property owners do not wish vegetation to be removed (e.g., trees). then hand digging around
such vegetation will occur. However, the target depth of two feet might not be reached (i.e., soil
removal will have to be to a practicable extent). [t is EPA's technical judgement that the risk
associated with contuminated soil remaining above RGs under bushes, trees, etc. is minor. Risk
in a residential setting is upportioned across the entire property. In other words, the exposure
area is the specific parcel under review. EPA believes that spatially averaged (i.e., mean,
8:%3:,& concentrations best represents exposure (o site contaminants over the \Qz,w term. For
risk assessment purposes. any individual is assumed to move randomly across the exposure areu
over time. It is not believed that the small pockets of remaining contamination associated with
trees, bushes, etc. will pose an unacceptable risk. Alternatively, trees and other vegetation could
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he removed if the home owner wishes to have it removed. If removed. they will be replaced with
a less mature tree which, with time, will grow leading to the replacement of the tree canopy.

Parcel-by parcel remedial decisions are not muade in the Record of Decision. Purcel-by-parcel
remedial decisions will be made during the remedial design of the selected remedy.

Issue 4: Confusing language regarding eminent domain

" The language on properties included under eminent domain removal actions in the Feasibility

Study is far too vague and should be clarified. EPA's presentation did not discuss eminent
domain at all. How is ED to be applied? If a private residential lot cleanup cost exceeds some
arbitrary value set by the City will the responsible party utilize ED to convert to public property
and reduce its costs? There should be a public benefit, not just a cost saving to the city, when ED
1s utilized.

Response to Issue 4: The City of Jucksonville has the power of eminent domain and will be
responsible for decisions concerning changes in land use. EPA is commirted to prescrving the
communities proposed for remediation and will use its authority 1o the extent possible to prevent
shortcuts designed to cut costs at the expense of the commumities. The specifics of the
remediation will be decided during the remedial design phase with input from the Citv. EPA. the
Florida Department of Environmental Protection and the Remedial Design/Remedial Action
community group.

Issue 5: Clarification of standards and when they apply

Language regarding the applicability of state standards for heavy metals and organic toxins
should be strengthened, especially regarding how the state standards should be met. State of
Florida cleanup standards should always be met by direct testing using EPA methods, not by
interpolations of TCLP methods.

The language of slide 42 ("Feasibility study, continued") regarding additional testing to comply
with new state standards should be clarified. According to the slide additional sampling is done
concurrent with remedial design activities; however, the full extent of contamination for
Operable Unit | cannot be known until sampling is complete, therefore a Remedial Design could
not be finalized. Perhaps there are RD stages [, 11, 111, etc., but this is not clear at this point.

Response: The Agency has recognized the carcinogenic risk level of 10° and the
noncarcinogenic hazard index of 1 as applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
(ARARs) that by law must be met or waived. As such, the RGs in the ROD were selected to meet
these risk levels. Direct testing using EPA methods are used to make remedial decisions. TCLP
is used 1o determine if a material is a hazardous waste subject to RCRA Subtitle C requirements.

Results of the proposed additional sampling will be incorporated into the remedial design as the
information becomes available. The complexity of the remediation and the time period expected
to implement the remedy will allow for the continued evaluation of areas requiring remediation.
If all the sampling data is not available when the first remedial design document is completed
there will be additional phases of remedial design. It should also be noted that EPA does not
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expect the additional sumpling to add significantly to the parcels to be remediaied. The large
majority of Operable Unit | properties should be included in the first remedial design document.

Issue 6: Stabilization of the banks of Ribault River, Hogan's Creek, and McCoys Creek.

The discussion in the Feasibility Study and in the EPA Fact Sheet and in the presentation
regarding this issue is totally inadequate. There are no bona fide volumes estimates, no
discussion of remediation targets, no detailed maps showing areas to be remediated versus not
remediated, no cost estimates. What are the "acceptable side slopes?" Are these side slope
degrees based on State or Federal standards? What are the engineering estimates for long-term
stability? If information was provided on this important aspect of the cleanup, it was not indexed
so that it could be examined critically. A separate remedial design plan is probably needed for
understanding this part of the cleanup plan.

Response 1o Issue 6: The details of the stabilization of the stream banks will be determined in the
remedial design. Accepitable side slopes and other design elements for the hank siabilization will
he determined bv professional engineers trained in siope stability and bank stabilization design.
The design will be reviewed by EPA using a professional engineer, possiblv the Army Corps of
Engineers. Although there are no specific costs associated with streum bank stabilization in the
Feasibilitv Studv. it is not expected 1o significantly alter the overall estimated cost of the remedy
at §74.800,000. Part of the City's annual operations and maintenance activities will require
inspecting the stabilized slopes and repairing any damage to ensure the protectiveness and
longevity of the remedy.

[ssue 7: Cost breakdowns unclear or missing.

As noted above, there are seems to be no estimate for the waterways. Further, the cost breakdown
provided is incomplete since the costs of only remediating private residential lots are not
included. As provided the costs are biased due to the higher volumes of waste (thicker and deeper
layers) occurring on public sector property.

EPA should provide a parcel-by-parcel breakdown of actual cleanup costs for each lot, so that the
public can see how cleanup funds are truly allocated in this cleanup. We believe this may show
that most of the funds are spent to clean lands with the least potential for causing harm to
neighborhood residents. Essentially, it appears the City of Jacksonville may have chosen to spend
tax dollars primarily to remediate City of Jacksonville lands under this proposed cleanup. The
cleanup volume estimates provided in the RVFS indicate that complete remediation of residential
property is reasonable and can be accomplished without m_ms_mamszw impacting the total cleanup
costs for this site.

Response to Issue 7: The selected remedy for both residential and non-residential properties is to
remove direct contact with the first two feet of contaminated soil above remedial goals by either
removal of the first two feet followed by backfilling with clean soil or covering with 2 feet of
uncontaminated soil. The specific remedy in residential areas is removal of contaminated soil
above remedial goals with disposal of contaminated soil followed by backfilling. This is
inherently more costly than the covering of contamination that may occur on non-residential
public lands. Remediation on residential properties will be relatively more expensive than on
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non-residential public lands.

Furthermore, the cost estimates in Appendies F. G and H in the Feasibility Study docs break
down estimated costs for remediating residential versus non-residential properties:  Two out of
three of the sites have estimated residential remedial costs significantly higher than non-
residential public lands. Only the Forest Street site has higher estimated non-residential
remedial costs versus residential remedial costs, this reflects the greater proportion of noi-
residential properties to residential properties present at the Forest Street site.

Finally, we respectfully request our issues be made part of the permanent administrative record
(AR) for this site. Also, we would prefer a point-by-point response to each of the seven issues,
not a composite or "blanket" response as is sometimes given. The breakdown in communication
between EPA and the community at the public meeting made asking our questions in the open
forum impossible. It would be especially helpful if we could comment on drafts of the Record of
Decision for the Jacksonville Ash sites.

Response: Your issues have been included in the Responsiveness Sunimary to the Record of

Decision along with EPA’s response, and as such will be included in the Administrative Record.

mu...::a:RQ%SSRQ.EE.qumza:u:Enbaﬁouh.}\m\:Sm,i:::.:fmQ.\QE,\M::\xﬁdicx
Decision. ‘

Comments by Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP)

Sy o~

The FDEP letter’s content is reproduced below, and changes to the ROD, where possible, have
been incorporated into the ROD.

FDEP provided EPA with comments on the Proposed Plan in a letter dated September 12, 2005.

Verbatim Written Comment Received on September 12, 2005:

The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) is committed to working with the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the City of Jacksonville to develop a plan that
will best remediate Brown's Dump and the Jacksonviile Ash Sites. We appreciate your
dedication and focus in developing a plan to clean up these sites. Through our collective efforts
and expertise, we will be able to develop a comprehensive plan best suited for these
neighborhoods. Below, we have offered a few comments regarding the above referenced sites:

Upon completion of the delineation of ash disposal areas, DEP has no objection to leaving
contamination on-site if appropriate engineering and institutional controls are put in place to
reduce or eliminate exposure to contaminants. The proposal to remove the upper two feet of ash
and ash-impacted soils would meet a portion of DEP's requirements. At the same time, the
overall remedial approach must include institutional controls equivalent to those described in
DEP's Institutional Controls Procedures Guidance (November 2004) cited in the Referenced
Guidelines section in Florida Administrative Code Chapter 62-780, Contaminated Site Cleanup
Cnteria. While existing building pads and paved areas may serve initially as an engineering
control, without the corresponding properly recorded institutional control (i.e., restrictive
covenants), assurance cannot be given that the engineering controls will remain in place,
particularly upon property transfer.
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The proposed remedial approach does not address accessing properties with uncooperative
property owners. Due to the large number of properties that have not been sampled because the
property owners have not yet granted site access, the approach needs to be improved to address
this aspect of remediation. The City of Jacksonville needs to have a plan in place to eliminate or
minimize exposure to contaminants through sampling of all properties. A complete sampling
plan will reduce exposure risks. This should also include sampling at the limits of the defined
ash sites needed to clearly demonstrate that all areas of ash have been found. That sampling
should also include nonresidential and city owned properties, such as Brooklyn Park. Also, we
understand that EPA does not intend to compel the responsible party (City of Jacksonville) to
remediate properties with uncooperative owners. DEP is concerned that this approach may leave
areas of contamination unaddressed.

The engineering control of leaving waste in place under existing buildings, in conjunction with a

corresponding institutional control ensuring the bulldings will remain in place appears adequate

in these projects except for buildings that are above grade. We would appreciate information on
- the following questions:

"

What data exists to characterize the levels of contamination under these buildings?
" What engineering controls are proposed to prevent animals and smatll children from
exposure by crawling under these structures?

" Is EPA proposing to leave paving, such as driveways or parking lots, in place as the
engineering control for the material beneath the paving?

" How will the proposal to leave trees, shrubs and vegetation with underlying ash and
ash-impacted soils, be evaluated in the exposure risks on the individual lots?

DEP's rules require that a Professional Engineer certify that this engineering control is consistent
with commonly accepted engineering practices and is appropriately designed and constructed for
its intended purpose. A corresponding institutional control will be necessary to ensure that
driveways or parking lots are properly maintained and not removed.

As previously commented on April 26, 2005, DEP requests that the remedial goals for Copper
and Barium in soils be set at 150 and 120 mg/kg, respectively, to comply with State cleanup
target levels. The potential for surface water impacts from the concentrations of iron in
groundwater should also be addressed.

Response: Although many of the comments are remedy implementation issues, and not directly
related to the remedy selection process of the ROD, the following paragraphs contain EPA’s
response, observation or technical opinion to each statement made by FDEP in its comment
letter. .

EPA believes that Institutional Control mechanisms identified in this ROD, namely governmental
controls and voluntarv proprietary controls (deed restrictions). along with EPA monitoring of
the institutional control will be equally successful to forced restrictive covenants in addressing
the State’s concern that engineering controls remain in place (and effective). It is not EPA.
policy to force deed restrictions onto private property owners. EPA does not view a specific
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Institutional Control mechanism in isolation. The selected remedv's approuch is to identify
several specific tvpes of Institutional Controls for use in meeting the objective of preventing
and/or managing potential human exposure to subsurfuce soil contamination remaining above
RGs while the responsibility for monitoring the implementation and effectiveness of the control
will be with EPA. During the Remedial Design, EPA will explore several forms of Institutional
Controls with the City of Jacksonville including annual notification letters and the possible use
of Florida's real estate statutes.

EPA believes the homeowners should be able to make an informed decision about allowing their
property to be remediated. EPA will insure that the City of Jucksonville provides information
about the Site contuminants and their potential risks. However, EPA believes that private
homeowners have the right to refuse cleanup. It is not EPA’s policy to force remediation on land
owners who refuse it. Furthermore, it is not EPA policy to force access for sumpling, although
EPA did allow tenunts of rental properties to sign access during Rl sampling if the properiy
ovwner did not sign the access. Once again EPA thinks it is the right of the property owner or
tenant to decide if the property will be sumpled. 1t will be up to the City of Jacksonville to decide
whether to force access and by whar means. EPA will look at expanding the model Consent
Decree lunguage which pypically states that the PRP will use all available means to gain uccess
10 properties. EPA will work with the Citv to gain access for sampling ull identified parcels in
need of sumpling. EPA will require the City of Jucksonville 10 mail annual letiers notifving
residents of the presence of contamination and offering to sample and remediate the
contamination, 4

Risk associuated with clevated soil lead levels is directly proportional to the duration and
Srequency of exposure. Although EPA helieves that the soil under cravl spaces are not
Jrequented nor is the duration such that unacceprable risks occur, in un attempt to eliminate any
possible direct exposure to soil in open crawl space that are accessible by children. the remedy
has been modified to include placement of a geotextile mat topped with u luver of gravel.

If property owners do not wish vegetation 10 be removed (e.g.. trees). then hand digging around
such vegeration will occur. However, the targer depth of rwo feet might not he reached (i.c.. soil
removal will have to be to a practicable extent). 1t is EPA’s technical judgement that the risk
associated with contaminated soil remaining above RGs under bushes, trees, etc. is minor. Risk
in a residential serting is apportioned ucross the entire property. EPA believes that spatially
averaged (i.e., mean, composite) concentrations best represents exposure to site contaminants
over the long term because it is assumed that any individual moves randomlv across the
exposure area over time. It is not believed that the small pockets of remaining contamination
associated with trees, bushes, etc. will pose an unacceptuble risk, although EPA will seek to use
the City of Jacksonville's tree cutting ordinance as a method to have City oversight of tree
removal that might result in soil exposures.

During implementation of the remedy, the status of constructed driveways will be determined.
Such structures will have to be udequate to serve as barriers to contaminated soil.

EPA has caleulated chronic exposure levels for these constituents in its Human Health Buseline
Risk Assessments (HHBRA) that correspond to a carcinogenic risk of 10°* and non-cuncer-risk of
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HI = |. EPA’'s Technical Service Section has written a Technical Memo duted October 25, 2005
stating EPA’'s disagreement with the methodology used to calculate these ucute values. As
EPA's Superfund risk assessment policy and guidance has not adopted this acute based
methodology, EPA will use the chronic exposure levels calculated for these constituents in its
HHBRA which EPA consider protective of lnuman health. EPA believes that remediation of soil
with exceedences of the main drivers for the remediation (lead, arsenic) will also remediate these
constituents.

According to Eco Risk Assessments, Manganese is not a COC in surface water. Iron is « COC at
Lonnie Miller and 5" & Cleveland. Surface water background concentrations are above
Florida's surfuce water criteria (0.3 mg/L for iron and 0.1 mg/L for Manganese for shellfish
consumption but otherwise there is not one due to the low toxicity of manganese). Manganese
surface water background is 0.224 mg/L in McCoy's Creck (Forest Street) und 0.16 mg/L in
Ribuault River (Lonnie Miller). Ilron surfuce water background is 1.56 mg/L in McCoy's Creck
(Forest Street) and 2.33 mg/L in Ribault River (Lonnic Miller). EPA does not clean up below
background levels. The groundwater in ells adjacent to the surface water bodies are below
level of iron and manganese (except one well) in the surface water. . The henthic life is actually
subjected 1o lower concentrations of iron and manganese from the discharging groundivarer
than the existing surface water. Groundwater controls at this Site would have no environmental
benefit for the surface water, however EPA will institute groundiwater monitoring 1o determine
the effects of the soil remediation on the groundwater discharge.to the surfuce water.

Department of Health

Verbatim Written Comment Received on September 12, 2005:

Our misston is to continually improve the health and environment of our community. We would
like to thank you for the opportunity to provide comments related to the Jacksonville Ash sites
and the Brown's Dump feasibility study. First, [ would like to express our appreciation for your
excellent efforts and strong support while we worked together as a team to successfully address
the many challenges and opportunities that the Jacksonville Ash sites and Brown’s Dump
brought to our city.

The additional availability sessions were appreciated by the residents and our local community.
You worked diligently with us to ensure that the health and safety of the residents of Jacksonville
were addressed at the community meetings. Teamwork was vital to our success and your
organization was a key player. I am confident that our shared commitment to excellence and
partnership will better prepare us to respond to all matters of public health and safety in the near
future. . .

Response: EPA appreciates the sentiment expressed in these opening paragraphs. EPA has also
Sfound the working relationship with the Department of Health worthwhile and usefil as the
Agency has tried to address the many challenging aspects associated with the Jacksonville Ash

. Site.
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Below is a list of recommendations from the Duval County Health Department from their review.

. ~ All properties within the delineation of contaminated areas should be required to be
remediated with appropriate engineering and institutional controls to reduce or eliminate
exposure to contaminants. This should also include properties that have crawl spaces
located under them where children and pets could be potentially exposed.

Response: EPA believes that Institutional Control mechanisms identified in this ROD. namely
governmental controls and voluntary proprietury controls (deed restrictions), along with EPA
mounitoring of the control will be successful in insuring that engineering controls remain in place
(and effective). 1t is not EPA policy to force deed restrictions onto private property owners.
During the Remedial Design, EPA will explore several forms of Institutional Controls with the
City of Jucksonville including annual notification letters and the possible use of Florida's real

estule siatuie.

Risk associated with elevaied soil lead levels is directly proportional to the duration and
Jrequency of exposure. Although EPA believes that the soil under crawl spaces are not
Srequented nor is the duration such that unacceptable risks occur, in an attempt to eliminate any
possible direct exposure to soil in open crawl space that are accessible to children, the remedy
has been modified to include placement of a geotextile mar topped with a laver of gravel.

. The remedial goals for contaminants should be set according to the Florida
Administrative Code Chapter 62-780, Contaminated Site Cleanup Criteria for all

Jacksonville Ash Sites and Brown's Dump.

Response: The Agency hus recognized the carcinogenic risk level of 10° and the
noncarcinogenic hazard index of 1 as ARARs. As such. the remedial goals in the ROD were

selected to meet these risk levels.

. The proposal should allow removal of up to 3 feet of soil to minimize the amount of
contaminated media left subsurface. *7he current proposal does nor adequately address
the remediation strategy for the contaminated media surrounding trees and shrubber.

Response: At EPA lead sites, the Agency's experience is that a minimum of one foot of clean soil
should establish an adequate barrier from contuminated soil in a residential yard for the
protection of human health. The rationale for establishing a minimum cover thickness of one
Soot is that the top 12 inches of soil in a residential yard can be considered to be available for
direct human contact. For those areas used for vegetable gardening purposes, EPA recommends
2 feet. EPA is expanding on EPA's recommended practice by using 2 feet, not one foot. at the
Jacksonville Ash Site. It is EPA technical judgement that this interval is protective, and there is
no need to increase this interval to 3 feet. .

If property owners do not wish vegetation to be removed (e.g., trees), then hand digging around
such vegetation will occur. However, the target depth of two feet might not be reached (i.e., soil
removal will have to be to a practicable extent). EPA believes that the risk associated with
contaminated soil remaining above RGs under bushes, trees, etc. is minor. Risk in a residential
setting is apportioned across the entire property. In other words, the exposure area is the
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specific parcel under review. EPA believes that spatially averaged (i.e., mean. composiie)
concentrations best represents exposire to site contaminants over the long term. For risk
assessment purposes, any individual is assumed to move randomlyv ucross the exposure area over
time. It is not believed that the small pockets of remuining contamination associated with trees.
bushes. etc. will pose an unacceptable risk.

. The owner shall execute an agreement with the City of Jacksonville, under which the
owner agrees to have a covenant placed upon the deed that restricts excavation,
construction, conveyance, sale or other transfer of title of the property within the
delineated areas. \

Response: Although the comment, us vwritten, states that the Department of Heulth recommends
that property within the delineated areas cannot be conveved, sold or transferred, EPA interprets
the comment to actually mean that such property transfers can occur but with proper notification
as offered in the recommended covenunt.

EPA believes thar Institutional Control mechanisms identified in this ROD, namely governmental
controls and voluntary proprietary controls (deed restrictions), along with EPA monitoring of
the control will be successful in addressing the State’s concern that engincering controls remain
in pluce (und effective). It is not EPA policy 1o force deed restrictions onto private property
owners. EPA does not view a specific Institutional Control mechanism in isolution. The selected
remedy’s approach is to identify several specific tvpes of Institutional Controls for usc in
mecting the objective of preventing and/or managing potential human exposure to subsurface
soil contamination remaining above RGs while the responsibilitv for monitoring the
implementation and effectiveness of the control will be with EPA. During the Remedial Design,

EPA will explore several forms of Institutional Controls with the Citv of Jucksonville including
annual notification letters and the possible use of Floridu's real estate statute.
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PART 14: COMMUNITY RELATIONS WHEN THE RECORD OF DECISION IS
SIGNED (NCP §300.430(f)(6)(i) and (ii))

14.1  Public Notice of Availability of ROD (NCP §300.430(f)(6)(i))

The availability of the ROD will be public noticed in the Florida Times Union within thirty (30)
calendar days from signature of the ROD.

14.2  Availability of ROD (NCP mwcchuﬂxaav:cv
Upon signature, the ROD will be included in the Administrative Record. The updated

Administrative Record will be sent to the local repositories within thirty (30) calendar days of
signature of the ROD. The local repositories are located at:

Emmett Reed Center Jacksonville Urban League  Bradham Brooks Public Library
1093 West 6" Street 903 West Union Street 1755 W. Edgewood Avenue
Jacksonville, Florida 32209 Jacksonville, Florida 32204 Jacksonville, Florida 32208
(904) 630-0958 (904) 366-3461 (904) 765-5402

Supporting information for the ROD is already in the Administrative Record, which also resides
at the local repositories.
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Appendix A

Cancer Risk Assessment Summary - Reasonable Maximum Exposure
(Tables 10,1 thru 10.13 from BHHRA)



Scenario Timetrame: Current
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RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
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" TABLE 10.5 RME
RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
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(Total) J.4E-007 3.9€:004 4E-004
Totad Risk Across All Media and All Exposure Routes 1E-003 Total Hazard index Across Al Media ang Al Exposure Roules
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Scenarno Timelframa: Future
IR P

af o

Receptor Age: Child and Aduft

TABLE 10.5a RME
RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES

FOREST STREET INCINERATOR

! ,
Madlum Exp Exp ] Chemical - Carcinogenic Risk Chemical Non-Carc) ic Hazard Quoti
Medlum Polnt
ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Primary Ingestion Inhalation - Dermal Exposure
Routes Totat Targel Organ Routes Tolal
Soil Sudace Soil hﬁé:;‘: g?;;'k .
Arsenic $.3E-008 2.2E-007 5.5€-006
. (Total) 5.3E-006 2.2E.007 6E-006
Water Surtace Water | McCoy’s Creek .
CPAHs 3 4E-007 3.9E-004 3.9E-004
{Total J.4E-007 3.9€-004 4E-004
Total Risk Across All Media and Alt Exposure Routes 4E-004

Total Hazard index Across All Media and Ali Exposure Routes
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Scenarto Timefcarne: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Child and Adult

TABLE 10.3.RME

RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES

5TH & CLEVELAND

Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical _Carclnogenic Risk Chemical Non-Careinogenic Hazard Q
Medium Point . i )
ingestion | Inhalation | Dermal Exposure Primary Ingestion | Inhalation Dermal Exposure
: Routes Total Target Organ Routes Total
Soil Suiface Soil | Emmett Reed Community Cenler
Ticpams , 2.6E-006 1.8E-006 | 4.4E-006
2,3,7,8-TCDD (TEQ) Dioxin 7.4E-006 5.8E-006 1.3E-005
Assenic 5.0€-006 2.1E-007 5.2E-006
(Total) { 15E-005 7.8€-006 | 2.3E-005
Surface Water | Surface Waler Unnamed Creek
’ CPAHs 1.0E-008 1.2E-005 | 1.2E-005
) ’ (Total)| 1.0E-008 1.2E-005 | 1.2E-005
Groundh Groundy Tap
1,2-Dibromo-3-Chioropropanol 6‘55-605 5.8E-008 4.2E-005 1.1E-004
PCB-1242 (Arochior 1242) 2.1E-005 - - 2.1E-005
Arsenic 4.7E-005 - 4.7€-005
(Tolal)] 1.3E-004 5.8E-008 | 4.2E-005 .{ 1.BE-004 .
. Total Risk Across All Media and All Exposure Routes 2E-004 Total Hazard Index Across All Media and All Exposure Routes
oa!
;

-6

05¢90

i
i
{
|
i
|
i




f Scenasio Timetrame' Future - .
Recaptor Population: Resideli
Roceptor Age; Child and Adult.

TABLE 10.4.RME

RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES

S5TH & CLEVELAND

I
Medlum Exposure Exposure Chemical Carcinogenie Rlak Chemlcal Non-Carcl le Hazerd O W
Medlum Paint . .
Ingestion | Inhalation | Dermal Exposure Primary | Ingestion | Inhalatlon | Daermal Exposure
Routes Total ITarget Orgary Routes Toiat
Soil s"bg‘;::“" Ernmett Read Commurnity Center
CPAHs 4.7€-006 - 3.2E-006 7.9E-006
2,3.7,8-TCOD (TEQ) 4 SE-006 - 3.5E-006 8 0E-006
Arsenic 3.3E-005 - 1.4E-006 3 4E-005
(Total) | 4.2E-005 8.1E-006 5.0€-005
uiface Wated Surface Water * Unnamed Creek
CPAHs 1.0E-008 1.2E-005 1.2E-005
. {Total)] 1.0E-008 1.2E-005 1.2E-005
Groundwater| Grountdwater Tap )
1.2-Dibromo-3-Chioropropanot | 6.5E-005° | 568E-008 | 4 2€-005 1.1E-004
PCB-1242 (Arochlor 1242) 2.1€-005 - - 21E-005 '
Arsenic 4.7E-005 - 4 7E-005
{Tolsh| 1.3E-004 | 5.8E-008 | 4.2E-005 18E-004
Tolal Risk Across All Media and All Expasure Roules 26004

Total Hazard Index Across All Media and All Exposure Routes

S
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Scenarlo Timetrame: Fulure

Recaptor Pop

Receptor Aga: Chiid and Adult

TABLE 10.8.RME
RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
AEASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH & CLEVELAND

] ‘
Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical Carcinogenic Risk Chemical Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point .
Ingestion inhalation Derma! Exposure - Primary Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
Routes Total ) Target Organ ’ ) Routes Totai
" Soll Surface Soll | The Park - Emwmett Reed
CPAHs 3.7E-005 2.5€-005 6.2E-005
2,3,7,8-TCDD (TEQ) Dioxin 5.0E-006 J.9€-006 8.9E-006
PCB-1260 (Arocior 1260) 1.6E-006 1.2€-006 2.8E-006
‘[ Arsenic 3.3E-005 1.4E-006 3.4E-005
. (Tolal)] " 7.7E-005 J3.2E-005 1.1E-004
Surface Water | Surface Water Unnamed Creek :
CPAHs 1.0E-008 1.2E-005 1.2E-005
) (Tolal)|  1.0E-008 ‘ 1.2E-005 1.2E-005
G d Groundh Tap

1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropanot | 6.5E-005 5.8€-008 4.26-005 1.1E-004

PCB-1242 (Arochior 1242) 2.1E-005 - - 2.1E-005 .
Arsenic 4.7€-005 : - 4. 7€-005
(Totah| 1.3E-004 5.8E-008 4,2E-005 1 6E-004

Tolal Risk Across All Media and All Exposure Routes - 3E-004 Tolal Hazard Index Across All Media and All Exposure Roules (

9




o TABLE 10.9.RME
o RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
| 5TH & CLEVELAND
|
| Scenario Timelrame: Fulure
! A Population; f
Receplor Age: Child and Adult |
Medium Exp Exposure Chemical Carcinogenic Risk Chemical Non-Carcinogenle Hazard Quall
Madium Peint
; ingestion inhalation Dermal Exposure . Primary Ingestion | inhalation Dermal Exposure
! Routes Total Target Organ Routes Total
Soil Sub;::‘laca The Park - Emmeti Reed .
: CPAHS 2.9E-005 2.0E-005 4.9E-005
: Arsenic 7.6E-005 3.2E-006 7.9€-005
! (Total) | 1.9E-004 2.3E-005 1.3E-004
; Surlace Waler | Surtace Waler Unnamed Creek .
: ’ CPAMS, 1 0E-008 ] 1.2E-005 1.26-005
(Tota)]  1.0€-008 1 2E-005 1 2E-005
o G f Tap . '
1.2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropanol 6.5€-005 5.8€-008 428005 11E-004
PCB-1242.(Arochlor 1242) 2.1E-005 - - 2.)E-005
' Arsenic . 4.7E-005 - 4.7E-005
) (Total){ _1.3E-004 5.6E-008 4.26-005 1.8€-00¢ ) :
Total Risk Across All Media and All Exposura Routes JE-004 Total Hazard Index Across Al Media and All Exposure Routes
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TABLE 10.12.RME
RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
JACKSONVILLE-ASH SITES
5TH & CLEVELAMD

Scenario Timeftame: Future
Receptor Population: Resident

Receptor Age: Child and Adult ]

Medium Exposure - Exposure ' Chemical Carcinogenic Risk Chemical Non-Carclnogenic Hazard Quotient
Medlum Polnt : ’
Ingest Inhatatt Dermal Exposure Primary ingestion | Inhalation| Dermal Exposure
Routes Total Target Organ Routes Total
Soll Surtace Soil | Apariment Complex v :
CPAHs 2.3E-006 1.6E-006 3.9E-006
r o 2,3,7,8-TCDD (TEQ) Dioxin 1.3E-006 1.0€-006 2.3E-006 )
o Arsenic _ 2.8E-006 1.26-007 | ~2.9€-006 !
" (Totan | 6.4E-006 27E-006 | 9.1E-006 :
Surface Water | Surface Water; Unnamed Creek
CPAHs 1.0E-008 1.2E-005 1.2E-005
' (Tota){ 1.0E-008 - 1.2E-005 1.2€-005
Groundwater | Groundwater Tap
1,2-Dibromo-3-Chioropropanol 6.5E-005 5.8E-008 4.2E-005 1.1E-004
PCB-1242 (Arochlor 1242) 2.1E-005 - - 2.1E-005
Arsanic 4.7E-005 -- | 4.7E-005
(Total)]  1.3E-004 5.8E-008 42E-005 | 1.8E-004 ,
Total Risk Acrass All Media and All Exposure Roules " 26004 | Total Hazard index Acrogs All Media and All Exposure Routes l[__
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TABLE 10.13.RME

RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES

STH & CLEVELAND

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Child and Adult ‘
Medtum Exp Exp ° Chemical Carcinogenic Risk Chemical Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotlent
Medium Point )
ingestion Inhalatlon Dermal Exposure Primary Ingestion | Inhalation Darmat Exposure
Routes. Total Target Organ Routes Tolal
Soll Sub;zri:ace Apartment Complex
: lcpans 2.5E-006 1.76-008 42E-006
Arsenic 1.6E-005 - 6.6E-007 1.76-005
(Total) |  1.9E-005 2.4E-006 2.1E-005
Surface Waler | Surlace Water | Unnamed Creek : ) .
" ||cPAHS 1.0E-008 1.2€-005 1.2E-005
) (Total)]  1.0E-008 1.26-005 1.26-005
Groundwater | Groundwater Tap . Lo
1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropanol 6.5E-005 §.8€-008 4.2E-005° "\.;‘ JE-004
PCB-1242 (Arochior 1242) 2.1E-005 - + 2.1E-005
Arsenic . 4.7€-005 .- 4.7€-005
(Total) 1.3E-004 5.8E-008 4.2E-005 1.8E-004
Total Risk Across All Media and All Exposute Roules IL 2E-004 Total Hazard index Across All Media and All Exposure Roules
ot
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Scenario Timelrame: Current

Q. Peandati Racid

ptor F t

Receptor Age:_Child

TABLE 10.1.RME .
RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
LONNIE C. MILLER

Medlum Exposure Exposure Chemtcal Carcinogenic Risk Chemical Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotlent
Medium Point )
ingestion Inhalation Dermat Exposure Primary Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
Routes Total Target Organ Routes Total
Soil Surface Soi/Sediment | Lonnie C. Miller Park |f, ]
CPAH (TEF) 4.4E-006 . 2.8E-05 7.3E-06 Antimony Blood 1.2E+000 2.4E+000 3.6E+000
2,3,7,8-TCOD 1.1E-05 8 6E-06, 2.0E-05 Arsenic Skin 7.6€-001 1.6E-002 7.8E-001
Cadmium Kidnay 2.1E-001 8.5E-002 3.0E-001
Chromium Skin 4.8E-001 4 BE-001 9.6E-001
Copper Gt Tract 1.3E+000 1.36-001 1.4E+000
iron Unknown 8.7€+600 1.2E+000 9.9E+000
Lead Unknown .- . R .
Manganese CNS 9.6E-001 - 9.6E-002 1.1E+000
Thallium Unknown 2.6€-001 3.5€-002 3.0E-001
Zinc Blood 2.3E-001 2.3E-002 2.5E-001
: {Total) 1.5€-05 - 1.2E-05 2.7E-05 (Total) 134 4.5 179
Surface Water Surface Watar Unnamed Tributary .
CPAHs 4.1E-007 4.7€-004 4.7€-004
(Total) | 4.1E-007 4.7E-004 4.7E-004
Total Risk Across All Media and Al Exposure Routes i__sE-04 Total Hazard Index Acrass Al Madia and All Exposure Routes 18
Totat Skin Hl = 2
Total Kidney HI = 0.3
Total GI Tract His 1
Tolal Unknown Hi = 10
Total Blood Hl = 4
Total CNS Hil 0.4
w
O
Y
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Sconario Timeframe: Fulure

Recoptor Age: Child

TABLE 10.2 RME
RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE _

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
LONNIE C. MILLER

Medium Exposure Exp Chem Carcinogenic Risk Chemical _ Non-Carcinog Hazard Quotk
Medium Polnt ]
' Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Primary Ing Inhaiatl Dermal Exposure
Roules Total Target Organ Routes Total
Surface Soil | Surtace Soil/Sediment] Lonnie C. Miller Park
CPAH (TEF) |  4.4E-006 2.9E-06 7.3E-06 Antimony Blood 1.2E4000 2.4E4000 3.6E+000
2,3,78-TCOD 1.1&-05 8.6E-06 . : 2E-05 Arsenic Skin 7.6E-001 1.6E-002 7.8E-001
’ o Cadmiumn Kidney 2.1E-001 8,5E-002 3.0E-001
Chromium Skin 4.8€-001 4.8E-001 9.6E-001
Copper G Tract 1.3E+000 1.3€-001 T.4E+000
Iron Unknown 8.7E+000 1.2E+000 9.9E+000
Lead Unknown - - -
Manganese CNS 9.6E-001 9.6€-002 1.1E+000
Thallium Unknown 2.6E-001 3.5€-002 3.0E-001
Zine Blood 2.3E-001 2.3E-002 2.55'001*_4
(Totaly 1.5€-05 1.2E-05 2,7E-05 {Total) 13.4 4.5 17.9
Surface Waler Surtace Water Unnamed Tribuary
' CPAHs 4.1E-007 4.7€-004 4.7E-004
) (Total) |  4.1E-007 4.7E-004 4.7€-004
G d Ground Surficial Aquiter
Vinly Chioride 1.1E-005 6.3£-008 $.9E-006 1.7€-005 1,2-Dichloroethylend Blood 1.0E-001 - 5.1E-002 1.5E-001
| Cresol M & P CNS 9.6€-001 - - 9.6E-01
7.7 Cadmium Kidney 4.4E-001 - - 4.4E-00)
et Mang CNS 3.8E-001 - - 3.8E-001
' (Yotan| _ 1.2E-005 6.3E-008 5.9€-06 17605 (Total) 1.9 0.051 2.0
Total Risk Across Alt Madia and All Exposure Routas SE-04 Tota! Hazard Index Across All Media and All Exposure Routes 20
' Total Skin Hi w 2
Total Kidney Hl= 0.7
s Total CNS Hi = 2
o Total Unknown HI = 10
Total Biood Hi = 4
Total Gi Tract HI = 1
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TABLE 10.3.RME :
RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY :
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
LONNIE C. MILLER
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Poputation: Resi
Receptor Age: Child
. , 1
Medium Exp . Exp (] Chemicat Carcinogenic Risk Chemical Non-Carclnogenic Hazard Quotl
Medium Point : - -
Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Primary Ingesti Inhatatl © Dermal Exposure
Roules Totat Target Organ Routes Total
Soil Subsudace Lonnis C. Miller Park )
Soll : . |{CPAHs §.0E-006 ' J.4E-008 8.4E-006 PCB-1254 (Aroclor 12541  Unknown 4.8E-01 ’ 4BE-02 5.3e-01 H
PCB-1254 (Aroclor 1254 1.6€6-07 1.3€-06 1.5€-06 Antimony Blood . . 2.0E+000 4.0E+000 6.0E+4000
2,3,7,8-TCOD 1.5E-05 R 1.26.05 2.7E-05 Arsenic Skin 2.5E+000 5.2E-002 2.6E+000
Arseni¢ 9.6E-005 4.0E-006 1.0E-004 Cadmium Kidney 4.7€-001 1.9E-001 6.6E-001 ;
Chromium (Tolal) Skin 6.2€-001 ’ 6.2E-001 1.2E+000
Copper Gt Tract ,1.6E+000 . 1.6E-001 1.0E+000
iron Unknown 1.3E+001 1.7E€4000 1.5€+001
' Lead Unknown - - -
Manganese CNS 3.2E+000 J3.2E-001 J.5E+000
Nicket Body Weight 2.2E-001 1.7E-002 2.4E-001
fThallium Unknown 2.6€-001 3.5E-002 3.0E-001
2Zinc ¢ Blood [ 1.6E-001 : 1.6E-002 1.8E-001
. {Total) 1.2E-04 2.1E-05 1 4E-04 (Tolat) : 22.2 7.2 29.8
Surface Water | Surface Water |  Unnamed Tributary
CPAHs 4.1E-007 4.7E-004 - 4.7E-004 ,
(Total) |  4.1E-007 4.7E-004 - 4 7E-004
Greund Groundwatas Surticlal Aquifer
’ Vinyl Chloride 1.1E€-005 6.3E-008 5.9E-006 1.7E-005 1,2-Dichioroethytene Blood 1.0E-001 - 5.1E-002 1,5€-001
CresoiM& P "~ CNS 9.6€:001 - 9.66:01
| : 1 . Cadmium Kidney 4.4E-001 - - 4.4E-001
Manganese CNS 3.8E-001 - . 3.8E-00%
(Totah)]  1.1E-05 6.3E-008 5.9E-06 1 7E-05 (Total) 19 0.051 20
Tolal Risk Across All Media and All Exposure Roules 6E-04 Total Hazard Index Across All Media and All Exposure Routes 20
Tolal Skin Hl = 4 !
Total Kidney Hl & 1
Tolal CNS Hi = K]
Total Blood Hl « 6 i
Total Gl Tract Hi = 2 ;
Total Unknown Hi = 16 i E
) Total Body Weight H! 02 |
f { N 5 8
5 9 ~ L
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Non-Cancer Risk Assessment Summary - Reasonable Maximum Exposure (Tables 10.1 thru
10.11 from BHHRA)



Scenario Timelrame: Cument

", e Dontlats Aaaid
F ptor Pop! ¥

Receplor Aﬁa: Child

TABLE 10.1.RME
RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES

FOREST STREET INCINERATOR

Med p p Chemical Carcinogenic Risk Chemicat Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Qi
Medium Point : .
ingestton Inhalation Dermal Exposure Primary g } Dermal Exposure
Routes Total Target Organ Routes Totsl
Soil Surlace Soil Fores! Sireet ’ Antimony Blood 6.2E-001 1.2E+4000 1.9E+000
Site Proper Arsenic Skin_ 2.1E-001 4.8€-003 2.16-001
. Area 1 Cadmium Kidney 1.2E-001 4.8E-002 1.7E-001
Chromium Skin 1.1E-001 11E-001 2.3E-001
Copper Gi Tract 2.66-001 2.6€-002 2.6€-001
Iron Unknown 1.2E+000 1.7€-001 1.4E+000
{Total) 25 1.6 4

Total Risk Across All Media and All Exposure Routes

Tota! Hazard Index Across All Madia and All Exposure Routes || 4

Total Skin Hi =
Toia] Kidney Hi =
Totat G) Tract Hle

Total Unknown Hi =
Total Blood Hl =

0.4

0.2

0.3

1

2
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TABLE 10.2 RME

RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
Scenario Timetrame: Future
3
Medium - Exp Exp Ch Carcinogenic Risk Chemical Non-Carclnogenic Hazard Quotient
Medlum Polnt
' ’ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Primary ingest! inhatatl Dermal Exposure
Routes Tolat Target Organ Routes Total
Solt Surface Soil Forest Street Antimony Blood 6.2E-000 1.2E4000 1.9E+000
Site Proper Arsenic Skin 2.1E-001 4.8€-003 2.1E-001
Area t Cadmium Kidnay 1.2E-001 4.8E-002 1.7E-001
Chromium Skin 1.1€-001 1.1E-001 2.3E-00%
Copper Gl Tract 2.6E-001 2.6E-002 2.8E-001
Iron Unknown 1.2E+000 1.7€-001 1.4E4000
{Total) 2.5 1.6 4
Water Groundwater Tap .
Banum Kidney 3.0E-001 - 3.0E-001
iron Unknown 3.4E+000 - 3.4E+D00
Manganese CNS 1.7E4000 - 1.7E4Q000
(Total) 54 - - 54
Total Risk Across All Madia and All Exposure Roules Tolal Hazard Index Across All Madia and All Exposure Routes | 9
Total Skin Hi = 0.4
Total Kidney Hl = 0.5
Total CNS il = 2
Total Unknown Hl = 5
Total Blood Hi = 2
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- TABLE 10.3.AME
RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM 5 XPOSURE
" JACKSONVILLE ASH.SITES
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR

Scenario Timeframe: Fulure
Receptor Population; Resident
Receptor Age: Child
| .
Medium' Exposure Exp e Cheml; Carcinogenic Risk . Chemical Non-C. genic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point
ingestion Inhaiation Dermat Exposure . Primary Ing inhatat Dermat Exposure
Roules Total Target Organ Routes Tolal
Soil Subsurtace Soil | - Forest Street Antirmony Blood 2.5E4000 5.0E4000 7.5E+000
| Site Proper Arsanic Skin 1.3E+001 2.8E-001 1.4E+001
L I . Armeal . Barlum Kidney 2.8E-001 : 8.0E-002. J.6E-001
T Cadmium Kidney 3.4E+002 14E4002. | 47E+002
. Chromium {Total) Skin 1.6E-001 1.6€-001 3.2E-001
Cobalt Unknown 1.1E-001 1.1E-002 1.3€-001
Copper Gl Tract 2.3E+001 2.0E+000 2.5E+001
tron Unknown 6.5E4000 , 8.7E-001 7.4E4000
Lead Unknown - - . -
Manganese CNS 3.3E-001 ) 1.3€-001 4.7€-001
Nicket Body Weight 1.3E-001 9.6€-003 1.4E-00%
Silver Skin 4,7€-001 4.7E-002 5.1E-00%
Thalhum Unknown 8.4E-001 1.1E-001 9.6£-001
Vanadium Unknown 3.7€+000 3.7E-001 4.1E+000
Zinc Biood 1.6E-001 1.6E-002 1.8E-001
: . {Total) 391 147 538
Water Groundwater Tap
’ Barium Kidney - 3.0E-001 - 3.0E-001
Iron Unknown 3.4E4000 ’ - 3.4E4+000
Manganese CNS 1.7E+000 - __1.7E+000
. {Toral 54 - 5.4
Total Risk Across Ali Media and All Exposure Routes Total Hazard (ndex Across All Media and All Exposura Routes 543
Total Skin Hl = 14
, Total Kidney Hi = an
Tolat CNS HI = 2
Tota) Blood Hi = [}
Total GI Tract Hl = 25
Total Unknown Hi = 16
Tolal Body Weight Hi = 0.1
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Scenano Timeframa: Fulure
|Receptor Population: Resident
Recoptor Age: Child

TABLE 10.3.a.ARME :
RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR

Expo p ° Carcinogenie Risk Chemical Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quat)
Medium Point o
ingestion Inhatation Dermal Exposure Primary Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
: Routes Tolal Yarget Organ ' Routes Total
Solt Surtace soil QAQE:;‘: 'é",:,’k Arsenic Skin 1.4€-00 2.9E-003 1.4E-001
fron Unknown 2.5E-001 3.4E-002 2.8E-001
) (Total) 04 0.04 0.4
Water Groundwater Tap
Basium Kidnay 3.0E-001 .- 3.0E-001
tron Unknown J AE+000 - J.4E+000
Manganese CNS 1.7E4000 - 1.7€4000
(Total) 54 - 54
Total Risk Acsoss All Media and All Exposure Roules |[ Totat Hazard index Acrass All Media and All Exposure Routes’ 6
TJotal Skin Ht = 0.1
Totat Kidney Hi = 0.3
Total CNS HI = 2
Tolal Unknown Hi = ‘4
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Scenaro Timelrame: Future

TABLE 10.3.b.RME

RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR

= » "
Medium Expt ' Exp Carcinogenic Risk Chemical Non-C; Ic Hazard Quoli
Maedlum Point . .
Ingestion Inhalation Oermal Exposure Primary ingesti t Dermal Exposure
Aoutes Total Targel Organ K Routes Total
Soil Subsurface soi mx vk Arsenic Skin 1.3E-001 2.86-003 1.36-001
lIron Unknown 2.6E-001 3.4E-002 2.9E-001
(Total) 0.4 0.04 0.4
Water Groundwater Tap
Barium Kidney 3.0E-001 - J.0E-001
tron . Unknown J3.4E+000 - J3.4E+000
Manganese CNS 1.7E+000 - 1.764000
{Totay 54 - 5.4
Total Risk Across All Media and All Exposure Roules Total Hazard Index Across All Media and All Exposure Routes 6
Total Skin H) = 0.1
Total Kidney Hi = 0.3
Tolal CNS Hi = 2
Tolat Unknown HI = 4
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: TABLE 10.1.RME

‘ » RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

( : REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
| JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES

5TH & CLEVELAND
: Scenarnio Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
i Receptar Age: Child,
*
' Medium Exposure ’ Expasure ’ Chemical Carcinogenic Risk " Chemical -Non-Ca:cInoge;\lc Hazard Quotient
Medium Point . -
Ingestion | inhalation | Dermal Exporyre Primary ingestion Inhalation Dermat | Exposure
. Routes Yola : Target Organ ' Routes Tou
i Soil Surface Soil | Emmett Reed Commmunity Center
| Antimony . Blood 5.9E-002 1.2E-001 1.8E-001
Arsenic Skin 1.3€-001 2.7E-003 : 1.3E-001
iron ’ Unknown 3.0E-001 4.0€-002 3.4E-001
(Totai) ) (Total) . Q.5 0.2 0.7
, Groundwater| Groundwater |- Tap ' ) j
1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropanol Teslicles .- 1.7E+000 - 1.7E+000
Arsenic : : Skin 4.5E-001 - 4.5E-001
iron Unknown 8.4E-001 - 8.4E-001
_{Total) (Total)|. 13 1.7 - 3
Total Risk Across All Media and All Exposure Routes " i : Total Hazatd Index Across Alt Media and All Exposure Routes ] 4
=
\ RS ‘ TotaiSkinHi=|[ -~ 06
AR _ : TotalBlood Hi= ]| .~ 0.2
’ ‘ Total Testicles HI = 2
Total Unknown Hi = | 1
oy
\O
—
N
! (@)




Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Poputation: Resident
Receptor Age: Child

TABLE 10.2.RME

RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES

5TH & CLEVELAND

Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical Carcinogenic Risk Chemical Non-Car genic H. d Quot
Medium Point ] X
Ingestion | inhalation { Dermal | Exposure Primary g halatl Dermal Exposure
. Routes Total Target Organ Routes Total
Sail Subsurface Soil | Emmett Reed Community Center
Antimony Blood §.5E-001 - 1.1E4000 | 1.7E+000
Arsenic Skin 8.7E-001 1.8E-002 B.9E-001
Barium Kidney | 2.0E-001 | 5.88-002 | 2.8€-001
Cadmium Kidney 1.0E-001 . 6.3E-006 1.0E-001
Chromium Skin 1.6E-004 1.6E-001 3.2E-001
Copper Gl Tract 2.2E-001 2.2E-002 2.4E-001
iron Unknown | 2.6E+000 3.4E-001 | 2.9E4000
Manganese CNS 1.5E-001 6.1E-002 2.1E-001
(Total) (Total) 4.9 1.8 7
d Ground Tap . .
1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropanol Testicles - 1.7E4000 - 1.7E+000
Arsenic skin | 4.5E-00 - 4.5E-001
Iron - Unknown | 8.4E-001 - 8.4E-001
_(Total) (Total) 1.3 1.7 - 3
Total Risk Across All Media and All Exposure Routes i Total Hazard Index Across All Madia and All Exposure Routes 10
", Total Skin Hi = |[ 2
f Totat Kidney Hi = 04
Total CNS HI = 0.2
Total Blood Hi = 2
Total Gl TractHl = 02
Total Testicles Hl = 2
Total Unknown Hl = 4
o
\O
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TABLE 10.5.RME

RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE

.JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH & CLEVELAND
Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age. Child
Medlum Exposure Exposure Chemical Carcinogenlic Risk Chemicat Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point
Ingestion | Inhalation| Dermal Exposure Primary Ingestion | Inhalation ] Dermal Exposure
Routes Total Target Organ Routes Total
Soil Surface Soil.{ The Park - Emmett Reed )
' ' Antimony Blood 3.0E+001 5.0E+001 | B.9E+001
Arsenic Skin 8.7E.001 1.8E-002 | 8.9E-001
Barium Kidney 1.0E-001 2.9E-002 1.3E-001
Cadmium Kidney 1.3E-001 5.1E-002 | 1.8E-000
Chromium Skin 1.2E-001 1.2€-001 2.4E-001
Copper Gl Tract 1.4E-001 1.4E-002 1.6E:001
- iton Unknown 1.4E+000 1.9E-001 1.6E+000
(Total) 33 ‘59 92
Total Risk Across All Media and All Exposure Routes I Total Hazard index Across All Media and All Exposure Routes || 92
Total SkinHI = [[ 1
TotalKidney Hi= [{ 0.3
Total Biood H! = 89
Total Gl Tract Hl = 0.2
‘Yolal Unknown Hi = 2 —]
U
\O
=
N
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Scenario Timelframe: Fulure
Receptor Population: Resident

Receptor Age: Child .

TABLE 10.6.RME
RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH & CLEVELAND

I ] .
Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical Carcinogenic Risk Chemical Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Polnt . : .
Iingestion | inhalation Dermal Exposure Primary Ingestion | inhalation| Dermal Exposure
: : Routes Total Target Organ Routes Total
Soil Surface Soil | The Park - Emmett Reed '
Antimony Blood -3.0E+001 5.9E+001 8.9E+001
Arsenic Skin 8.7€-001 1.8E-002 8.9E-001
Barium Kidney 1.0E-001 2.9€-002 { 1.3E-001
Cadmium Kidney 1.3E-001 5.1€-002 1,8E-001
Chromium Skin 1.2E-001 1.2E-001 2.4E-001
Copper Gl Tract 1.4E-001 1,4E-002 1.5E-001
tron Unknown 1.4E+000 1.9E-001 1.6E+000
(Total) 33 59 82
Groundwater | Groundwater Tap '
"% {|1.2.Dibromo-3-Chloropropanal |  Testicles - 1.7E4000 - 1.7E4000
* JlArsenic ) Skin 4.5E-001 - 4.5€-001
lron Unknown 8.4E-001 - 8.4E-001
(Totah)] * 1.3 1.7 - 3

Total Risk Across All Media and All Exposure Routes

Total Hazard Index Across All Media and All Exposure Roules " 85

Total Skin Hl =
Total Kidney Hl =
Total Biood Hi =
Total Gl Tract Hi =
Total Testicles HI =

Total Unknown Hi = {i

[

2

[

0.3

89

0.2

2
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TABLE 10.7.RME
RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH & CLEVELAND
Scenario Timetrame: Future
Receptor Population: Residant
Receptor Age: Child
! I
Medium Exposure Exposure Chemica! Carcinagenic Risk Chemical Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quollent
’ Medium Point .
ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Pedmary Ingesti Inhatati Dermal Exposure
. Routes Total Targat Organ Routes Tolt
Sol Subsurace Iihe Park - Emmen Resd| .
‘ Aluminum Unknown | 1.0E-001 2.1E-002 1.2€-001
Antimony Blood 3.9€-001 7.8E-001 1.2E+000
Arsenic Skin 2.0E+000 4.1E-002 2.0E+000
Basium Kidney 1.4E-001 3.9E-002 1.8E-001
Cadmium Kidney 2.3E-001 9.4E-002 3.2€-001
Chromium Skin 1.8E-001 '1.8E-001 3.6€-001
Copper G) Tract 3.9E-001 3.9E-002 3.6E-001
Iron Unknown 3.3E4000 4.3E-001 3.7E+000
Manganese CNS 1.4E-001 5.4E-002 1.9€-001
Zinc Unknown 1.2E-001 1.2E-002 1.3€-001
{Votal) 7 17 9
dwat Ground d Tap
1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropanol Testicles - 1.7E+000 - - 1.7E4000
Arsenic Skin 4.5E-001 - - 4,5€-001
Ijiron Unknown 8.4E-001 - 8.4E-001
(Tota 1.3 1.7 - 3
Total Risk Across All Media and All Exposure Routes “ j Total Hazard Index Across All Media and All Exposure Routes [ 12
Total Skin HI = 3
Total Kidney HI = 0.5
Total Blood Hl = 1
Total CNS Hl = 0.2
Total G Tract H) = | 0.4
Total Testicles HI = 2
Total Unknown Hi = ‘ 5
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TABLE 10.10.RME ) . .
RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY :

REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH & CLEVELAND
Scenario Timelrame: Fulure
“lreceptor Age: Child
Medium Exposure Exposure Chemlcal Careinogenic Risk Chemlcal - Non-Ca genic Hazard Quotlent
Medlium Polnt )
Ingestion inhatation Dermal Exposure ' Primary Ingestion Iinhalatlon Dermal Exposure
. Routes Total R Target Organ - RAoules Total
Soil Surface Soll | Apattment Complex :
tron Unknown 2.1E-001 2.8E-002 2.4€-001
{Total) 0.2 0.03 0.2
G d Tap
1.2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropanol | Testict - 1.764000 - 1.7€4000
Arsenic Skin 4,5€-001 - 4.5€-001
fron Unknown 8.4E-00% - 8.4E-001
{Tolat) ) 1.3 1.7 .- 3
Total Risk Across All Media and All Exposure Routes Total Hazard Index Across All Media and Al Exposure Routes 3
Totat Skin Hi = 0.5
i oo Total Testicles Hi = 2
Total Unknown Hi = 1
|
(Oa] |
Ve |
(9]
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Scenario Timeframe: Future

Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Child

ey
TABLE 10.11.RME
RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
S§TH & CLEVELAND

]
Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical Carcinogenic Risk Chemical Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium .. Polnt )
< ‘_ ingestion Inhatation Dermal Exposure Primary ingesti Inhalatl Dermal Exposure
oo ' Routes Total ITarget Organ Routes Tots
Soil S Qeil Aparimant Complex . . .
Antimony Blood 2 5E-001 5.1E-001 7.6E-001
Arsenic Skin 4.2E-001 8.6E-003 4.3E-001
Copper Gl Tract 1.1E-001 1.1E-002 1.2E-001
lron Unknown 6.9E-001 9.2E-002 7.8E-001
(Total) 15 0.6 2.1
Groundwater | Groundwater Tap :
: : 1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropanot Teslicles - 1.7E+000 - 1.7E+000
Arsenic Skin 4.5E-001 - 4.5E-001
Iron Unknown 8.4E-001 - - 8.4E-001
(Total) 1.3 1.7 - 3

Total Risk Across All Media and All Exposurs Rouies

Total Hazard Index Across All Media and All Exposure Routes " 5

Total Skin Hl =
Total Biood HI =
Total G} Tract Hl =
Tuldi Teslicles Hi =
Total Unknown Hi =

09

08
0.1

2

2

S

6

(o

%)
~J




Scenario Timeframe: Cument

TABLE 10.1.AME
RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
LONNIE C. MILLER

e: Child
|
Medium Exposure Exposure Chemical Carcinogenic Risk Chemicat Non-Carcinogsnic Hazard Quotlent
Medium Point ) .
Ingestion Inhalation Dermat Exposure Primary Ingestion Inhalstion Dermal Exposure
’ Routes Total ‘| Target Organ Routes Total
Soil Surface SoilSediment | Lonnie C. Miller Park
CPAH (TEF) 4.4€-006 2.9E-06 7.3E-06 Antimony Blocd 1.2E4000 2.4E+000 3.6E+000
2,3,7.8-TCOD 1.1E-05 R 8.6E-06 2.0E-05 Arsenic Skin 7.6E-001 1.6E-002 7.8E-001 .
' Cadmium Kidney 2.1E-001 8.5€-002 3.0E-001
Chromium Skin 4.8E-001 4,8€-001 §.6E-001
Copper Gi Tract 1.3E+000 1.3E-001 1.4E+000
s fron Unknown 8.7E4000 1.2E+000 9.9E+000
N Lead Unknown - - -
Manganese " CNS 9.6E-001 ' 9.6E-002 1.1E+000
Thalium Unknown 2.6E-001 3.5€-002 3.0E-001
Zine Blood 2.3E-001 2.9E-002 2.5E-001
(Total) |~ 1.5€-05 1.2E-05 2.7€-05 (Total) 13.4 4.5 17.9
Surface Water Surtace Waler Unnamed Tributary
: CPAHs 4,1E-007 4.7€-004 4.7E-004
{Tolal) 4.1E-007 4.7E-004 - 4.7E-004
Total Risk Across All Media ang All Expasure Roules l SE-04 Total Hazard Index-Across All Madia and Al Exposure Routes 18
s Totai Skin Hl = 2
Totat Kidney Hi = 0.3
Tolal Gt Tract Hia 1
Total Unknown Hi = 10
r - Total Biood Hi= 4
,:' " Total CNS Hiw 04 _
ol
O
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TABLE

40 A DA
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RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
LONNIE C. MILLER
Scenario Timelrame: Future
Receptor Populdtion: Resident
Receptor Age: CHIlY
i . |
f p Exp Chamicat Carcinogenic Risk Chemical Non-Carcl i ﬂaurd Quotl
Medlum - Point .
) ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Primary fngesll Inhatatl Dermal Exposure
Raules Total Yarget Organ Routes Total
Surface Soit | Surface SoiU'S Lonnie C. Miller Park .
: ’ CPAH (YEF) 4.4€-006 2.9E-06 7.3E-06 Antirnony Blood 1.2E+000 2.4E4000 3.6E+000
223,7.8-TCOD 1.1E-05 8.6€-06 2E-05 - ||Arsenic Skin 7.6E-001 1.6€-002 7.8E-001
Cadmium Kidney 2.1E-001 8.5E-002 J3.0E-001
Chromium Skin 4.8E-001 4.8E-001 9.6E-001
Copper Gl Tract 1.3E+000 1.3E-001 1.4E+000
ton Unknown 8.7E+000 1.2E4000 9.9E4+000
Lead Unknawn -~ . -
Manganese CNS 9.6E-001 9.6E-002 1.1E+000
Thallium Unknown 2.6€-001 J.5E-002. 3 0E-00%
Zinc Blood 2.JE-001 2.3E-002 2.5€-001
(Tolal) 1.8E-05 1.2E-05 2.7E-05 (Tolal) 13.4 4.5 17.9
Surface Water Surface Water Unnamed Trbutary ’
’ CPAHs 4.1E-007 4.7E-004 4.7€.004
{Toa) 4.1E-007 4.7E-004 4.7€-004
G d G dh Surticia) Aquitar . . )
) Vinly Chioride 1.1E-005 6.3€-008 5.9€-006 1 7€-005 1,2-Oichloroethylend Blood 1.0E-0C1 - 5.1E-002 1.5€-001
Cresol M& P CNS 9.6E-001 . = 9.6€-01
Ca_dm'um Kidney 4.4E-001 - - ) 4.4€-001
Mang CNS 3.8€-001 - == 5 J.8E-001
{Total) 1.2E6-005 5.3E-008 5.9E-06 { 7€-05 (Total) 1.9 0.051 24
Total Risk Across All Media and All Expasure Routes S5E£-04 Total Hazard Index Across All Media and All Exposure Routes 20
Totat Skin Hi = )} 2
Total Kidney Hl = 07
Toral CNS Hl = 2
‘ Total Unknown Hi e 10
Total Blood Hi = 4
Totat Gl Tract Hi 1
5 9. 273




7Scnnarlo Timetrame: Future -

v PN TV

TABLE 10.3.RME
RISK ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
LONNIE C. MILLER

Receptor Age: Child
, : : |
Medlum Exp Exp Chemical "Carclnogenic Risk Chomical Non-Car genic Hazerd Quotl
Medlum Polm '
! Ingestion inhalatlon Dermal Exposure Primary Ingesti Inhatatl Dermal Exposurs
Routes Total Yarget Organ Routes Yotal
Soil Subsurface | Lonnia C. Miller Park . ]
Soit CPAHs 5.0E-006 3.4E-006 B.GE-Dﬁﬁ PCB-1254 {(Aroclor 1254 Unknown 4.8E-01 4 BE-02 5.3E-01
PCB-1254 (Aroclor 12540 - 1.6E-07 1.3€-06 1.5E-06 Antimony Blood 2.0E4000 4.0_E0000 6.0E+000
2,7.8-TCOD 1.5€-05 1.2E-05 2.7E-05 Arsenic Skin 2.5E4000 5.2E-002 2.6E4000
Arsenic 9.6E-005 4.0E-006 1.0E.004 Cadmium Kidney 4.7€-001 L9E-001 6.6E-001
Chromium (Total) - Skin €.2€-001 6.2€-001 1.2€4000
Copper Gt Tsact 1.6E+000 1.6E-001 1.BE+000
Iron Unknown 1.3E4001 1.7E4+000 1.5E+001
Lead Unknown - - ’ -
Manganese CNS 3.2£+000 3.2E-001 3.5€+000
Nickel Body Weight 2.2E-001 1.7€-002 2.4E-001
Thallium Unknown 2.6E-001 3.5€6-002 3.0E-00¢
Zinc Blood 1.6E-001 1.6E-002 1.8E-00t
(Total) 1.2E-04 2.1€.05 1.4E-04 {Totat) ) 222 7.2 29.8
Surface Water | Surface Water | Unnamed Tributary
CPAHS 4.1E-007 4.7€-004 4.7€-004
(Total) | 4.1E-007 4,7E-004 4.7E-004
Groyndwater | Groundwater Surficiaf Aquiter - .
Vinyl Chioride 1.1E-005 6.3E-008 $.9E-006 - l.7E-Q05 | l,é-Dichlo!oalhyleno Blood 1.0E-00¢ - 5.1E-002 I.SE—OO!
' N Mlcresoma P CNS 9.6E-001 - - 9.6E-01
' Cadmium Kidnoy 44E-001 - - 4.4E-001
Manganess CNS 3.8E-001 - - 9.8E-001
{Total) 1.1E-05 6.3E-008 §.9E-06 1 7E-05 {Total) ":?. 0.051 20
Tota) Risk Across All Madia and All Exposure Routes GE-04 Tolal Hazard Index Across Alt Media and All Exposure Routes 20
Tolal Skin Hl e 4
Total Kidney Hl » ]
Tolad CNS Hi = 3
Total Blood Hl = 6
Totla! GI Tract Hi » -2
Total Unknown Hl « 16
Totat Body Weight Hin 0.2
v
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Occurrence, Distribution and Selection of Chemicals of vQ.QEu_ Concemn
(Tables 2.1 thru 2.10 from BHHRA)



TABLE 2.1

OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
- : FOREST STREET INCINERATOR

OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

I Scenario Ti C uture
Medum: Surface Soil
€ Madi Surface Soll )
Exposure Point; Forest Streel Site Proper (Area 1)
. I A J '
cAS Chemieal (M Minimum (V)] Maximum/| Units Localion Detection | Range of [|Concentrallon (@) (3} | potentisl | Potenttst |cOPC| R te tor (4
Number Minimum | Qualifler | Maximum Qualifier of Maxt Freq y | Detecti Used for Background Scresning ARAR/TBC | ARARTBC | Flag | Contaminant
Concentration , | Concantration Concentration Limite Screening Value Toxlclty Value Value Source Deletion
or Selaction
B7641 Acstone 48 46 ug/kg FSSB8108 113 9.20 46 NA 1600 N NO B5L
83329 Acenaphthena 45 J 340 . J ug/g F$5S12 N4 340310 Mo NA 370000 N NO asL
120127 Anthracene 2 J 240 ] ugkg FSSB0B8 4 340- 410 240 NA 2200000 N NO |. BSL
56553 Benzo(a)anthracens 96 J 720 ugkg FSSB088 1014 340- 410 720 NA 620 [+ .YES CPAH
50328 Benzo(a)pyrane ” J 680 wgKg FSSB088 1214 340 - 410 680 NA 62 c YES ASL
205992 8 (b and/or k) L 52 J 1600 J ug/xg FSSS12 1749 - NA 1,800 NA 620 [+ YES ASL
205432 | Benzo(b)fivoranthene 120 J 820 ughg F$58088 3 NA 820 NA 820 c YES ASL
: Benzo{gh)Porylens 4@ J 380 J ugkg FS5B08S 1214 350 - 410 80 NA 2,300,000 € NO BSL
205992 | Benzo(Whuoranthene 255 J 720 ughg FSSB088 L NA 720 NA 6.200 c YES CPAM
117817 Bis(2-athyl hexyNphihalale 110 N 680 ugkg FSSB08s : 3/14-\.. ] %0-410 680 NA 35,000 c NO BSL
Carbazole b ] . J 350 vpkg FS§S08 614 , 340- 410 350 NA 24,000 Cc NO ast
218019 Chrysens 52 J 780 upkg FSSB088 kL] 340 780 NA 62,000 c YES CPAH
84662 Diathyl Phihalate 430 430 uphg FSSB110 ma NA 430 NA 4,900,000 N NO BStL
206440 Fluoranthens 74 J 2.900 ugkg FS§5S02 14714 NA 2.900 NA 230,000 N NO ast
Fiuorene 40 J 380 J ugkg FSS505 ans 340-410 || 360 * NA 260,000 N NO BsL
103395 indeno (1,2,3-cd) pyrene 54 J 340 J upkp FSSB088 1114 350 340 NA 620 Cc YES CPAH
85018 Phenanthrene ‘ . 38 J 1,900 up/kg FSSS502 1314 350 1,300 NA 2.060.0(!)" N NO BSL
205440 | Pyrane 60 J 1,200 ' uphg { FSSBOBBFSSSA2 |  1an4 NA 1,200 NA- | 230000 N NO BSL
“*The Flordda Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
1)) Mind cor Detinitions: N/A = Nol Applicable
[t} Background concentrations are nol baing used for this evalvalion, ND = Not Detecisd
[&}] Region 9 Prefminary Remadiation Goals (PRGs) Navember 2000 residential values equal 10 a carcinogenic risk of 10-8 SQL = Sample Quantilation Limil
or a hazard quotbni ol Q.1 : o COPC = Chemical of Polenlial Concem
“4) EPA Region IV oes het Use comparisons to ARAFUTEC value lo screen COPCs. However, polonu'al ARAR/TBC values are ARAR/TBC w Appiicabls or Relevant and Appropriate RequirsmanyTo Be Considered
Presanied in the remedial goa) option section, as appropriate J = Eslimaled Value
{5) Rationals Codes  Selection Reason: quen! Dy but Historicalty (HIST) n = Prasumplive evidence of matenal
! " Frequent Detection (FO) C = Carcinogenic o1
i Toxicity information Availabie (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Lavels (ASL) W = Water
Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH) NF w Nonfood O
F 2 Food .
Deletion Reason; Inirequent Detection (IFD) ¢ » Confinmed via gas chromatrography/mass speciroscopy
Background Levo's (BKG) )
No Toxicity Information (NTX)
Essential Nutrient (NUT) 0
Below Screening Level (BSL) I~D
(6) The screening value for endrin was used, ~
o




TABLE 2.1 {Contlnued)

OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR

Scenario Timeframe:
Madium;
Exposura Medium:
Exposure Poinl:

Current/Fulure
Surface Soll
Surface Sol

Foresi Street Site Pr

1 (Area 1)

! | _ I ] - T ]
CAS Chemical [4}] (1) Maximum| units Location Detection | Range ot {|Concentration (2) ()| Potentiat | Potenttat |coOPC| Rationate for (4)
Number Minimum Minimum Maximum Qualifier " of Ma Freq Y[ D U Used faor 9 d g | ARARTBC| ARARVTBC | Flag Contaminant
Concentration | Qualifler | Concentration Concentration LUmits Screening - Velue Toxlelty Value Value Source | Deietion
: or Seieclion
. 72559 - ] 4,4-DODE a9 57 J ug/kg FSSB0SS 14 8.1-180 57 NA 1,700 c NO BSL
T 50293 44'-D0T 95 J 95 J ug/kg FSSB0SS 114 8.1-180 95 NA - 1,700 c NO |sL
309002 Aldrin 1.3 26 upkg F$5503 214 1.7-87 28 . NA 290 .C NO BSL
. Alpha-Chiordane 52 n 49 n ughg FS5S02 414 19-97 49 NA 1,600 c NO BSL
60571 Digidrin 25 i 25 upxg F$5S03 114 3.4-180 5 NA 30 [+ NO asL
72208 Endin Ketone 21 J 21 J ugkg FSSS03 um 34-180 21 NA 1800(6) N NO BSL
Gamma-Chiordana. 1.8 J ‘100 n upkg FS$S502 414 19-92 100 NA 1,800 c NO BsL
76448 Meptachior 1.3 J 14 nJ ugkg FSS502 V14 1.8-97 14 NA 110 c NO BSL
1024573 ' | Heptachior Epoxide 7.2 J 2 J ugkg FSS§502 ¥4 18-97 21 NA 53 o] NO BSL
11096825 | PCB-1260 (Aroclor 1260) 8.7 . J 1800 G ug/kg FSSS1 Y4 M4-120 1,800 NA 220 [ o4 YES ASL
*“The Fiorida Soll Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
1)) Mini nax d d Delinitions: N/A = Not Applicable
2} Background concentrations are nol being used for this evaluation. NO = Not Detecled B
3 " "Raglon B Prekminary Remedlation Goals (PRGs) November 2000 rasidantial values equal to a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 NE = Not Eslablished
or a hazard quotient of 0.1 ‘ SUL = Sample Quantitation Lirrit
(4) EPA Region IV does not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC value 10 screen COPCs. Howaver, polential ARAR/TBC values are presented COPC = Chemical of Polentia! Concern
in the remedial goal option section, as agpropriate. ARARVTEC « Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement/To Be Considered
(8} Aalionale Codes  Setection Reason: infrequent Datection but Assoclated Historically (HIST) J = Estimaled Value '
Frequent Detection (FD) na=P Pl ik ol
Touxicity Information Available (TX) C = Carcinogenic
Above Screaning Levels (ASL) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Carcinogenic PAHS evaluated as a group (CPAH) W = Waler
NF = Nonlood
Deletion Reason: Infrequent Deteclion (IFD) F = Food
Background Lavels (BKG) c=C via gas ¢t graphy oY
’ No Toxiclty Information (NTX} ’ ‘ (@2
Essential Nutrient (NUT) X
Below Screaning Level (BSL) - \ O
Q) )

Tha screening value for endrin was used,

Y
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TABLE 2.1 (Continued)

OCCURRENCE DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
Scenario Timeframe: Current/Future -
Medium: Surtace Soil
Exposure Medium: Surface Soil
E&ma Point. Forest Sireet Site Proper (Aréa 1)
T ] T 1 ] T | T T T
CAS Chemical (V) (1)| Maximum| Units Location Detection | Renge of || Conceniration (2) (SR 1| P copc| Ratl tor 4
“Number Mini Minl Maxi Qualiiler ol M Freq y| D I Used for Backgl 9 |[|ARARTBC| ARARTBC| Flag | Contaminsnt
Concsninalion | Quasiifier | Conceniration Concentration LUimits Sereening Value Toxicity Value Vslus Source Daletion
. . or Selsction
7429905 Aluminum 990 28,000 mg/kg FSSS11 16/18 NA 28,000 NA 7.600 N YES ASL
7440060 | Antimony 0.67 J 365 J mgikg FSSB110 ‘a2 | os2-20 35 NA 31 N YES ASL
7440382 | Arsenic 0.99 57 mgg FS58088 1918 Y- 043-2 57 NA i 0.39 c YES ASL
7440293 |Barium 12 530 mog FSSS11 1718 29 530 NA 10 N YES ASL
7440417 Berylium 0.05 J 0.165 J mykg FSSB110 mn 0.053-1 0.165 NA 15 N NO BSL
7440433 | Cadmivm 033 J 9.4 mgikg FS5S11 1618 0.094-0.25 9.4 NA 3T N YES ASL
Calcium 430 J 51,000 mg/kg FSSS03 18 NA 51,000 NA NA . NO NUT
18540299 Chromium, Total 1.7 J 74 J mokg FS88110 1818 NA 74 NA . Fi) c YES ASL
7440484 | Cobalt 0.28 J 78 J mokg FS5S11 1618 0331 78 NA C 40 N 'NO 8sL
7440508 Copper 31 J 1,800 J mokg £55B110 1/18 - NA 1,800 NA 110" N YES ASL
57125 1 Cyanide 1.2 12 ) mgkg Fsssn na 02-06 12 NA 1.1 N YES ASL
7439398 Tron 680 78,000 mokg FSS8110 1818 NA 78,000 NA 2,300 N YES ASL
7439921 Lead 22 3,500 mgkg FSS'.?! 10 35 3848 3,500 NA 400 N YES ASL
1439954 Magnesiumn 60 J 2,200 mgkg FSS511/09 1718 130 2,200 NA NA NO NUT
**The Florida Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
(0] Minis i e, di Definidons: . N/A = Nol Appficable
@ Background concdntrations are not baing used for this evaluation, . ND = Not Datected
(k)] Region thrinary Rofuedalm Goals {(PAGS) Novembar 2000 residentia values equal to a carcinogenic risk ol 10-6 SQL = Sample Quantitation Limiy
or a hazard quotient of 0.1, : ) COPC = Chermscal of Potenlial Concem
4) EPA Region [V does not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC value 10 screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC values are presenied ARAR/TBC « Applicabls or A and Appropriats Requi /1o Be Considered
in the remedial goal option section, as appropriate. J = Estimated Valve
) Ralionale Codes  Selection Reason: Int Lo but Associaled Historically (HIST) n = Prasumptive evidanca of material
: Ftoquem Detection (FD) C = Carcinogenic ’
Toxicity Information Avajlable {TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Levels (ASL) W = Water
- Carcinogenic PAHs evalualed as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonfood
F = Food
Deletion Reason: Intraquent Detection (IFD) c=C via gas graphy D 0py. (P2
Background Levels (BKG) )
No Toxicity Information (NTX) O
Essential Nutrient (NUT)
‘Below Screening Level (BSL)
(6). The screening value for endrin was used.
D
N
~J




TABLE 2.1 (Continued)

OCCURRENCE DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
| Scenaria Timelrame: CurrenvFulure
Medlum: Surface Soil \
Exposure Medium: Surfaca Soil . o
e e e S e a8 S|
I I
CcAs Chemical M m Units Locallon Detection | Range of | Concentration @) o} p COPC| Ratlonale for {4
Number Minimum Minimum Meximum of M q . Detectl Used for Backg S g | ARARTBC Flag |- Contaminant
Concentration | Qualifier | Concentration Concentation Umits Screening Value Toxicity Value Value Deletion
: ) or Selection
7439965 | Manganese - 10 720 mg/xg FSSS11 18/18 NA 720 NA 180 N YES ASL
7439976 | Mercury 0.028 J 0.89 mg/kg FS§5S08 1418 0.05-0.1 0.89 NA 23 N NO ast.
7440020 | Nicket A} 3 815 mo/kg FS8B8110 1718 1-48 875 NA 1o N NO B8SL
o Potassiurn 50 J 1,700 mg/xg FSSS11 1616 NA |.7EXJ NA "NA NO NUT
7440224 | Siver 0.2 J 14 mghg FSSSt11 118 0.18-1 14 NA 39 N NO BSL
7440205 | Sodium 49 J 2,300 my/xQ FSSS11 818 50.97 2,300 NA NA NO NUT
7440622 | Vanadium 17 J 26 mohg FSS§S1t wie NA 26 NA 15 N YES ASL
7440668 - | Zinc 14 J 2,100 mo/g FSSSH 1818 NA 2,100 NA 2,300 N NO BSL
1746016 |2,3,7,8-TCOD (TEQ) 06 J 200 - ngkg FSSS04 21721 NA 200 NA 39 [ YES ASL
*“The Florida Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
m Mini e d Delinitions: N/A = Not Applicable

W]
€]

®

(5)

©

Background conceniralions are not being used for Lhis evahuation.

", Reglon § Prefiminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000 residential values equal 10 a carcinogenlc risk of 10-6

or a hazard quotient of 0.1

EPA Region IV does not use compartsons 1o ARAR/TBC valus 10 screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC values are prasented
in Ihe remedial goal option section, as appropriate.
Rationals Codes  Selection Reason:’ Inrecuent Detection but Associated Histork
Frequent Detection (FD)

Toxicity Information Avallable (TX)

Above Screening Levels (ASL)

Carcinogenic PAHS evaluated as a group (CPAH)

y (HIST)

Deletion Reason: Infraquent Detection (FD) . »
Background Levels (BKG)

No Taxicity Information (NTX)

Essential Nutrient (NUT) -

Balow Screening Level (BSL)

The screening value for endrin was used.

NO = Not Detected

SQOL = Sample Quantitation Limit
COPC = Chamical ol Potential Concern
ARAR/THC = Applicable or Relgvant and Ag

J = Estmated Valus

n = Prssumplive evidence ol material
C = Carcinogenic’

N = Non-Carcinogenic

W = Waler

NF = Nonlood

F = Food

c=Ci via gas Qraphy

Requiremenl/To Be Considerad

S




TABLE 2.2 o
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN |
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
tScenario Timetrame: Future
Medium: Surface Solt
Exposure Medlum: Surface Soil
Exposure Polnt: . 1-101-95 interchange East
: T ] ] l |
CAS Chemical (U] (1) | Maximum | Units Location Detection Range of |Concentration @ 3) | potential | P i | COPC [Rationale for
Number . Mintmum Minimum Maximum Qualifler of Max| Freq y O b Used for Background Screening |ARAR/TBCIARAR/YBC! Flag Contaminant
Concentrstion | Quaiifler | Concentration Concentration Limits Screening Value Toxiclly Value Value Source Delellon
) or Selection
83329 Acenaphthyleng . 360 : 360 ughp £SS8316 12 J50 360 NA -~ 1,100,000** " N NO . BSL
120127 Anthracens 400 . 400 up/kp FSSB318 12 350 400 NA 2,200,000 N ]39,000,000 IND NO BSL
56553 Benzo(a)mlhr.céno 710 7o ugkg FS$S8316 172 350 710 NA 620 c 2,900 IND YES CPAH
50328 Benzo(a)pyrene 780 780 ug/ko FSSB3i6 " ) 350 780 NA 62 C 290 - IND YES ASL
205992 Benzo(b)liuoranthene ) 930 930 - ugkg FSSB316 172 350 930 NA » 620 Cc 2,900 IND YES CPAH
Benzo(g.h.l)perylens 490 4390 ughg FS55B316 172 350 490 NA 2,300,000* C 141,000,000 IND NO BSsL
205992 , | Benzo(k)fiuoranthens 840 840 ug/kp FS58316 V2 350 840 NA | 6,200 [ 29,000 IND YES CPAH ‘
1178v7 bis(2-ethylhexyl) Phthalate 140 J 140 o up/kg FSSBOS1 172 340 140 NA 35,000 C | 180,000 IND NO BSL '
218019 Chrysene - 770 \ 770 . - ug/kg FSSB316 174 350 770 NA 62,000 C | 290.000 IND YES CPAH
206440 Flyoranihene : 1.500 ’ 1,500 ugkg FSSB316 1 17d 350 1,500 NA ] 230,000 N [ 23,000,000 IND NO BSL
86737 Fluorene ’ 79 J 79 J ugkg F558316 e 350 79 NA 260,000 N {3,300.000 IND NO BSL
1033395 Indeno(1,2,3-¢c,d)pyrens - 470 470 upkg FSSB318 172 350 470 NA 520 c 2,900 IND YES CPAH -
85018 Phenanthrene . 850 850 ugkg FSS8316 12 350 850 NA 2,000,000 N 30,000,000 IND NO BSL
129000 Pyrene - 1,100 1,100 upkg FSS8316 12 350 1,100 NA 230,000 N 6,400,000 IND . NO BSL
11096825 PCB-1260 (AROCHLOR 1260 32 J 88 ug@n' .FSSBO5| 212 NA 88 NA 220 C 1,000 IND NO BSL !
**The Florida Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used, . , . . ;
il Minlmum/maxirnum detected cor Delinitions: /A = No Applicabie §
3] Background concentrations are not being used for this evaluation, ' ND = Not Detected ;
Q) Region 8 Preliminary Remediation Goals {PRG3) November 2000, residential values equal to a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 ’ SQL = Sample Quansitation Limit
, orahazard quotiontol 0.1 o COPC = Chemigal of Potentiel C
“ . EPA Reglon IV doas not use comparisons to ARARVTBC value 10 screen COPCs. However, potential ARAFUTBC values are presented ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement/To Be Considared
inthe dial goal oplion ion, s app . J » Estimated Value
(5) R le Codes Selection R Infrequent Detaction bul Associated Historically (HIST) n = Prosumplive evidence of material
) Frequent Detection (FD) - C = Carcinogenic
Toxcity Information Available (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Levels (ASL) ‘W= Water
Carcinoganic PAHs eval as a group (CPAH) NF = Nontood
. F = Food
Deletion Reason: Infrequent Detection (IFD) ) IND=Ragion 9 PAG Industrial values squal 1o a carcinogenic risk ol 1E-06 or a hazard quolient of 0.1
Background Levels (BKG) v .

Essential Nutdent (NUT)
Balow Screening Level (BSL) .

5 9 (260
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|
1
|
a
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1
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!
No Toxicily information (NTX) "



, TABLE 2.2 (Continued) »
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
e JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE '
oot FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
Scenario Timelrame: Fulura ;
Madium: Surface Soil '
|Exposure Medium: Surface Soil
Exposurs Point: - 10/1-95 Interchange East
' i
] ' ] [ [ | | '
CAS Chemical m {9} | Maximum | Unite Location Detection Range of [iConcentration @) 3) ] potential | Potentiat | cOPC [Ratlonate for | '
Number * ’ Mintmum Minimum Maximum Qualifier of Maxi Freq y Detectl Used for Backg d Ser g |ARAR/TBC|ARAR/TBC| ) Flag Contaminani
’ Concentration | Qualifier ) Conceniration Concentration| ’ Limits Screening Valuye Toxlcity Value Value Source Deletion
] or Selection
7429905 | Aluminum 1,450 1.900 mg/kg FSSB318 13113 NA 1.900 NA 7,600 N | 100,000 IND NO BSL
7440360 Antimony 0.87 J 14 J mg/kg FSSB325 2113 0.45- 0.56 1.4 NA 1 N 82 IND NO B8sL
7440382 Assenic on J 31 mg/kg FS5B325 6/13 0.46-1.15 31 ‘NA 0.39 c 2.7 IND YES ASL
7440393 Barium 5.5 J 420 mg/kp F5S8325 1313 NA 420 NA 110*° N 87,000 IND NO BSL
7440417 Bentium 0.061 J 0.096 J mg/xg F55B325 913 0.058 - 0.059 0.096 NA 15 N 2,200 IND NO BSL
7440433 | Cedmium ' 0.13 J 3 mg/kg FSSBO47 12113 T po9 3 NA a7 N 81 IND NO ast
Calclum 1,000 - 38,000 mg/kg FSSB36 113 NA " 38.000 NA NA NA INO NO NUT
18540299 | Chromium, Total 16 J 19 mg/kg FSSB325 1713 NA 19 NA 22 C 450 IND NO BSL
7440484 Cabalt o.27 J 7 J mg/kg FS5B325 ARAK] 0.2 1.7 NA 470 N | 100,000 iIND NO BSL
7440508 | Copper 93 45 mo/kg FS58316 m3a 1.1-N 45 NA 110 N 76,000 IND NO 8sL
57125 Cyanide 0.53 J 0.78 J mo/kg FSSB32S ma 051-057 078 NA | 1.1 N 35 IND NO BSL
7439896  [lron 480 J 6,100 J mg/kg FSSB047 1313 NA 6,100 NA 2,300 N | 100,000 INO NO BSL
7439921 Lead 51 J 1,013 mpkp F$SB052 21127 NA 1,013 NA 400 N 750 IND YES ASL
7439954 Mauneslun’i 88 J 610 J my/kg FSSBJ16 N3 NA 610 NA NA NA IND NO ) NUT
. 7439965 Manganese 69 J 160 J mo/kg F$58325 1V13 NA 160 NA 180 N 3,200 IND NO BSL
7439976 Mercury 0.035 J 1.7 mg/kg FSSBO47 113 0.015-0.09 1.7 NA 2.3 N 61 IND . NO asL
7440020 Nickat 14 J 43 J mghyg FSSB047 ms3 . 0.82-6.9 43 NA 110 N .| 28,000 IND NO BSL
. Potassium 39 J 15 J mg/kg FSSB318 113 NA 115 NA NA NA IND NO NUT
7440224 | Stiver 0.175 Jd 0.35 J mgy/kg FSSBl16 5/13 0.18-0.2 0.3_5 NA’ 39 N 1,000 IND NO BSL
7440622 Vanadium 23 T 9 J mg/Xg FSSB38 1713 . NA 9 NA 15° N 7,400 IND NO BSL
7440666 Zinc 200 J 980 J mo/kg FSSB325 113 NA 980 NA 2,300 N 100,000 IND NO 8sL
*“The Florida Soll Cleanup Terget Level (SCTL) was used.
(43 Minlrrumymand: g d concer N/A = Not Applicable

(2)
&)

(2}

(5)

Background concentrations are not being used (or this avaluation.

Definitions:

Ragion 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential values equal 1o a carcinogenic risk of 10-6

or a hazard quotient of 0.1

EPA Region iv does not use comparisons 0 ARAR/TBC value to screen COPCs. However, polential ARARVTBC values are presented

in the remedial goal option section, as appropriate.

i Codes ' A tnlraquant O 1 but A

Frequent Detection (FO)
Taxdcity ntormation Available (TX)
Above Screening Levels (ASL)

Carci ic PAHs aval

Deletion Reason: tnirequent Detection (IF0)
Background Levels (BKG)
No Taaicity Information (NTX)
Essential Nutrienl (NUT)

Balow Screening Leve! (BSL)

d as 8 group (CPAH)

ly (HIST)

ND = Not Dstected

SQL = Sampie Quantitation Limit
COPC = Chemical of Potentiali Concem
ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requi
J = Estimated Value

n = Prasumplive évidence o! material

C = Carcinogenic

N = Non-Carcinogenic

W = Water

NF = Nontood

F « Food

nenV/To Be Considered

IND=Region 9 PRG industrial values equal (o a carcinogenic risk of 1E-06 or a hazard quotiant of 0.1

59 (281



TABLE 2.3
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
|Scenarlo Timelrame: ~ Future N i
Medium: Surface Soll o . '
Exposure Madium: Surface Soil -
Exposure Point: _~ 1-104-95 Inlerchange West
. [ I I
CAS Chemical m (M| Maximum Units Locatien Detection Rangeof |[Concentration @ )| Potenttal | Potentiai | COPC | Rationate for (4)
Number : . Minimum | Minimum Maximum Qualitier of M, Freq y D i Used for  |Background Screening | ARAR/TBC | ARAR/TBC | Flag Contaminant
' Concentration| Quallfier | Concentration . |Concentration Limity Screening Value Toxicity Vaive Valus Source Deletion
. or Selection
7429905 | Aluminum . 1,300 3,000 : mp/kg FSSB8060° 5/5 NA 3,000 - NA 7,600 N 100,000 . IND NO BsL
7440360 Antimony 2.2 J 53 J ’ mg/kg FSSBes8 5 0.43-053 53 NA KR N 82 INO NO BStL.
7440382 | Assenic 38 0.3 mg/kg FSSB0SS 45 0.48 93 NA 0.39 C 27 IND YES ASL
7440393 | Barlum ‘88 J 410 ’ mg/kg FSSB058 55 NA 410 . NA 110** N 87,000 IND NO BSL
7440417 | Benfllium 0,056 J ' 0.37 J ! mp/kg + FSSB058 4/5 0.061 0.37 NA 15 N 2,200 IND NO BSL
7440439 | Cadmium f ¢ 083 16 mgkg .| FSSBOS8 4/5 0.093 16 NA 3r N 81 IND NO BSL
Calcium - 2500 63,000 mg/kg FSSBOSE s/5 NA 63,000 NA NA NA IND . NO NUT
18540299 | Chwomium, Total 36 88 mgkg FS$SBO0s8 5/5 NA 86 NA 23 c 450 IND NO BSL
7440484 | Cobalt 0.28 J .73 J mp/kg " FSSBO58 45 0.2 73 NA 470 N 100,000 IND NO BSL
7440508 | Copper 9.4 ’ 170 mg/kg FSSB061 55 NA 170 HA 11p°° N 76.000 IND NO BsL
57125  |Cyanide 16 18 mp/kg FSSB058 15 0.52.0.56 16 NA 11 35 IND YES ASL
7439896 | lron 410 28.000 mgikg FSSB061 5/5 NA 28,000 NA 2,300 N 100,000 IND NO BSL
7438921 (Lead 13 1,010 . - mg/kg FSSBOsS7 115 15-58 1,010 NA 400 N 750 IND YES ASL
7439954 | Magnestlum 75 J 730 J mgkg | _FSSBOS8 5/5 NA 730 NA NA NA IND NO NUT
*‘The Florida Soil Cleanup Target Lavei (SCTL) was used.
[t} Minimum/maximum detecied concentration. . ODelinitions: N/A = Not Applicable
2 Background concentrations are not being used for this evaluation. ND = Not Detected
3 Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals {PRGs) November 2000, residential valies equal to a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 - SQL = Sample Quantitation Limit
or a hazard quotient of 0.1 ' COPC = Chemical of Potential Concam
(U] EPA Reglon IV doss not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC valus to screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC values are presented ARAR/TBC = Applicabie or Relsvant and Appropriate Requirement/To Be Considered
inthe dial goat option lon, as appropri; . . J = Estimated Value
{5) Rati Codes Selection Feasoh infraquent Detection but Associated Mistorically (HIST) n = Presumplive evidence of mateyial
Frequent Detection (FD) . ‘C= Carcinogenic
Toxichy Information Available (TX) ' " N= Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Leveis (ASL) W = Water
Carcinogenic PAHS evaluated as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonfood
. : F = Food
Daletion Reason: Intrequent Detection (IFD) IND=Raglon 9 PRG Industrial vatues equal to a earcinogenic risk of 1E-06 of 2 hazard quotient o1 0.1

Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxdcity Information (NTX)
Essential Nutrient (NUT)

Below Screaning Level (BSL) ‘ | 5 9 . v282

|
|
|
i
i
}
|
i
;




TABLE 2.3 (Continued)
OCCURHENCE DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE :
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR .
Scenario Timeframe:  Fulure
Medium: Surace Soil
Exposurs Medium:  Surface Sol
llExgosun Point: 1-104-95 Interchange West _
I [ I [ I ] ]
CAS | Chemical = | . ) (M Maximum Units . Location Detection Range of [IConcentration @ Q)| Potential | Potential | COPC | Rationate for (4)
Number M M M ) Quallfler of Maximum | Frequency Detection. Usedfor |Background Screening | ARAR/TBC | ARAR/TAC Flag Contsminant
Concentration| Quaellfier § Concentration Conceniration| Limits Screening Value Toxicily Value Value Source Deletion
. ; : or Selection
7439965 |Manganese 6.1 . 280 _ mg/kg. FSSBOG1 . §5 NA 260 NA 180 N 3,200 IND NO . BSL
7438978 | Mercury 0.057 J o J mgkg FSSB060 S5 NA 077 NA 23 N 61 IND NO BSL
7440020 | Nickel 0.81 J 28 mo/kg FSSB061 515 NA | 28 NA Conee N 28,000 IND NO BSL
Potassium ‘ ) 38 J 210 ] mg/kg FSSBO58 5/5 NA. 210 NA NA ‘NA IND NO NUT
7782492 | Selenlum 2 2 mg/kg FSSBO58 V£ 0.37- 048 2 NA 39 N 1,000 IND NO 8SL
7440224 | Sitver 0.3 d 88 mo/kg FSSBO061 4/5 0.2 88 NA 39 N 1.000 IND NO BSL
7440235 | Sodum 44 J " 560 4 mpkg FSSBO58 45 . 52 560 NA NA NA IND NO NUT
7440622 |Vanadium 1.5 J 14 mo/kg FSSBOS8 55 NA 14 NA 15 N . 7,400 IND NO BSL
7440686 |[Zinc 15 1,300 J mo/kg FS5B058 - NA 1100 NA 2,300 N 100,000 IND NO BSL
**The Florida Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
Y] Hini /maximum g d i . * Delinitions: MNA = MNot Applicable
2) Background concemmﬁons are not being used lo¢ this evaluation. . ND = Not Detected
{3 Reglon B Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential values equalio a caranooenlc risk of 10-8 SQL = Sample Quantitation Umit
or a hazard quatient of 0.1 : COPC = Chamicat of Potentiat Concem
4 - EPA Haqlon tV does not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC valno 10 screen COPCs. However, polential ARAR/TBC values are presented ARARTBC = Applocablo or Relevant and Appropriate Requireman'/f 0 Be Considered
in the remedial goal option section, n appropriate. Je Esllmaled Value
(5) Rationale Codes Selection R v Infrequent Detection but Associated Hi y (HIST) n=P plive evidence of fal
' Freguent Dstection (FD) C = Carcinogenic
Toxicity Information Available (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Levels (ASL) W = Water
Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH) NF = Nontood
F = Food .
Deletion R 2 Infreg O lon (IFD) IND=Region 9 PAG industrial values equal to a carcinogenic risk of 1E-06 or a hazard quotient of 0.1
Background Levels (BKG) A ;
No Toxicity information (NTX)
Essential Nutrient {NUT)

Below Screening Level (BSL) ' .. ’ 5 . 9 . . L ~ 8 3
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, TABLE24
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE ' |
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
I
|Scenario Timeframe: Future E
Medium: Surlace Sol |
Exposure Medium:  Surface Soll :
Exposure Point: Arga North of McCoy'a Creek ‘
v - T [ v |
CAS Chemical W M Maxtmum | unns Locatl Dstectl Range of L @ 3 | Potentiai | Potential | COPC | Rationale for ) ;
Number . < Minl n | Mini Maxi Qualifier : .of Maxi Freq Y D { . Used for ackground Screening {ARAR/TBC! ARARTBC | Fiag Contaminant !
Conce fitrstion] Qualifier | Concentration . Concentration Limits Screening Value Toxicity Value | - Value Source ) Deletion «
e . . or Selectlon [
129000 | Pyrens 110 J 110 Jd upkg FSSBO18 1”1 NA 10 NA 230,000 N|{ 5,400,000 IND NO BSL i
7429905 | Aluminum 190 2,800 : mo/kg F558391 k{24 NA 2,800 NA +7,600 N{ 100,000 IND NO BSL (
7440360 | Antimony 082 J 1.2 J mgkg FSS8391 27 0.47-0.68 1.2 NA : 31 N| e’ IND NO BSL |
7440382 | Arsenic 0.52 J 32 J mg/kg FSSBo18 a7 0.45 32 NA 039 C 2.7 IND YES ASL {
7440393 [ Barium ' K J 140 mokg |  FSSBAY m NA 140 NA 110" N| 87,000 IND NO BSL |
7440417 | Benyllium 0.09 ) 0.16 J mg/kg FSSB3g2 &7 0.053 - 0.059 0.16 NA 15 Nf 2200 IND NO asL !
7440439 | Cadmivm 0.24 J 097 J mp/kg FSSB391 67 0.08 097. ‘NA 37 N 81 IND " NO BSL
Calcium 650 J 400,000 mgkg FS58363 m NA 1 400,000 NA NA NA ™ INO NO NUT
18540299 {Chromium, Total - 24 22 mg/kg FSSB39Y m NA 22 NA 23 C 450 IND NO B8SL
7440484 | Cobalt 0.2 J . 1 J mg/g FS§S8391 en 0.18 1 NA 470  N{ 100,000 IND NO BSL
7440508 |Copper 23 J 89 mg/kg FSSB391 67 12 a9 NA 110 - N| 76,000 INO NOC BsL
57125 |Cyanide 058 J 22 mp/kg FSSBb!B 7 0.54 - 0.57 22 NA 11 N 35 IND NO 8stL
7 7430898 |hon ’ 290 J 5,800 mg/kg FSSB391 m NA 5800 | NA 2.300' N| 100,000 IND NO BSL i
7439921 Leaq . 83 225 3 mphg _ FSsSBast 1114 0.69-45 225 NA 400 N 750 IND NO BSL |
7439954 | Magnesium 94 J 2,900 _mykq FS$B363 m NA 2,900 NA NA NA IND NO NUT . |
“*The Florida Soll Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
(1) Minimurm/maxi ' ] . Definitions: N/A = Not Applicable
2) Backg ions are not being used for this evalualion. : . "ND = Not Detected
3) Reglon 9 Prefiminary Remediation Goals (PRGS) N ber 2000, residential values equal lo a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 . SQL = Sample Quanttation Limit
or & hazard quotierit of 0.1 ' ’ COPG = Chemical of Potential Concem
“4) EPA Region (v déqs not use comparisons lo ARAR/TBC valua to screen COPCs. Howaver, potential ARAR/TBC values ate presenied ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement/To Be Considered
in the remedial goal option section, as appropriale. J = Eslimated Value
{5) Aat Codes Selection Reason Infrequent Detection but Assoclaled Historically (HIST) ' n = Presumptive evidence of material
Frequent Detection (FD) , C = Carcinogenic ;
Toxiclty Information Avadabia (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic ;
Above Screening Levels (ASL) : 4 W = Water )
Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonfood
) S F = Food ‘ ,
Deletion Reason:  tnfrequent Delection (IFD) IND=Region 9 PRG industrial values equal to a carcinogenic risk of 1E-06 or a hazard quotient of 0.1 j [
Background Levels (BKG) ! !
No Toxicity information (NTX)
Essential Nutiient (NUT) ’ ;
!

Below Screening Level (B5L) B 5 9 . o) 8 4




TABLE 2.4 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE '
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR

Scenario Timelrame: Fulure
IMedium: Surtace Sofl
Exposure Madium: Surface Soil
Exposure Point: Area North of McCoy's Creek
| : v I I [
CAS Chemical )| Ml Maximum | Units Lecation Detectian Range of Com:enlra\lonL @ ()| potentint | Potentlai | COPC | Ratlonate for (4,
Number Ml M Quailtier of Maximum Frequency Detection Used for ackground Screening |ARARTBC| ARAR/TBC Flag Contaminant
Concentration} Qualifier | Concentration Concentration Limits Screening Value Toxiclty Value Value Source Deletlon
. ' or Selection
7439965 |Manganese 5.85 190 mokg FSSB391 " NA 190 NA 180 N| 3,200 INO NO BSL
7439978 | Mercury 0.0091 J 0.12 J mg/kg FSS8018 47 0.0028 - 0.056 0.12 NA ) 23 N 81 iND NO BsL
7440020 | Nickel . 079 J 44 J mg/kg FSSBJ391 m NA 44 NA 110" N] 4,100 IND . NO . BSL
’ Potassium 48 3 150 J mokg |  FSSBIG2 7 ;. NA 150 NA NA NA IND NO NUT
7440224 | Siver . 0.41 J 05 J mg/kg FSSB8392 /74 " 0.19.026 05 NA 39 NI 1000 IND NO 8BSt
Sodium 54 J 185.5 J mo/kg FS5B018 57 50.5:190 185.5 NA NA " NA IND NO NUT
.7440822 | Vanadium . 3.85 J 1s mokg FSSB018 m NA 11.5 NA 15** N| 1400 IND .'. NO BsL
7440666 |Zinc 180 600 J mgkg FSSBAIg1 677 29 600 NA 1,100 N[ 100,000 IND NO BsL
**The Florida Soll Cleanup Target Ledel (SGT})_was used.,
1 s
(1) Mini d d concentration. - Defmitions: N/A = Nol Applicable
@) H g trath are not being used for this evaluation. : ND = Not Detected
(3 ) Renlon 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals {(PRGs) November 2000, residential values equal to a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 v S$QL, = Sample Quaniitation Limit
) or @ hazard quotient of 0.1 . COPC = Chemical of Potential C
4) EPA Region IV does nol use comparisons 1o ARARITBC value to screen COPCs However, potential ARAR/TBC values are presented ARARVTBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate RequirementTo Ba Considered
in the remedial goal option section, as appropriata. J = Estimaled Value
%) Rat Codes Sel Reason Infrequent D bl A tated Hisforically (HIST) - n = Prasumpiive &vidence of material
Fraquent Deatection (FD) . C = Carcinogenic :
Toxicity information Availabla (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Levels (ASL) C W = Water
Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH). . NF = Nonfood
F =Food
Deletion Reason: Infrequent Detection (IFD} : IND=Region 8 PRG industrial vaiues equal to a carcinogenic risk of 1£-06 or a hazard quotient ol 0.t
Background Levels (BKG) ,
No Toxiclty information (NTX)

Essential Nutrient (NUT)

Below Screening Lavel (BSL) ) 5 ’ 9 ) | . f\’ 2 8 5




i
TABLE 2.4a
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN ':
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE ' v . :
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR ) . ‘
Scenasio Tineframe:  Future | |
Medium: Surtace Soi '
Exposure Madium: Surface Soit : |
Exposure Point: Area North of McCoy's Creek E
1 - l | T
CAS Chemical M) (1) Maximum Uniis Locatl Detectl Rangeof [Concentration L @) 3 | Poteniial | Potential | COPC | Rstionale for (4) :
Number Mink Mi Maxi Qualifier of Maximum Freq y Detectl Used for ackground Screening [ARAR/TBC| ARAR/TBC | Fiag Contaminant
Concentration] Quatifler | Concentration Concentration Limits || Screening Value Toxicily Vaiue Value Source Deletion |
5 or Selectlon !
129000 |Pyrene 110 sd 110 - J ug'kg FSSB018 n NA , 110 NA 230,000 N| 5,400,000 RES NO - BSL ;
7429905 | Aluminum 190 2,800 1 mohg FS8B39Y - m NA 2,800 . NA 7600 N| 100,000 RES NO " BSL ;
7440360 | Antimony ! 0.92 J 1.2 J " mog FSSBag1 an 0.47 - 0.69 12 NA at N 82 RES NO BSL ;
) 7440382 | Arsenic 0.52 J 3.2 J mgkg | FSSBO1B | 67 0.45 32 NA . b3 C 27 RES YES ASL . |
7440393 | Barium ’ 4 J 140 mo/ikg F558391 mn NA 140 NA 110" N| 87,000 RES YES ASL 5
7440417 | Berylium 0.09 J 0.16 J mg/kg FSSB392 57 0.053 - 0.059 0.16 NA 15 N} 2200 RES NO BStL ;
7440439 C;ﬂmiwn 0.24 J 0.97 J -l mokg FSSB391 67 0.09 0.97 NA 37 N 8 - RES NO - BSL
Calcium 650 J 400,000 my/kg FSSBJ63 " NA 400,000 NA NA NA RES . NO NUT
18540299 ‘| Chromium, Total 24 22 mg/kg FSS5B39 m NA 22 NA . 23 C 450 RES NO BSL
7440484 | Cobalt 02 J 1 J mg/kg FS5B8391 67 0.19 1 NA v 470 N| 100,000 RES NO BSL i
7440508 | Copper 23 J 89 my/kg FSSBISY 877 12 ’ 8g NA 110" N| 76,000 RES NO 8sL !
§7125 |Cyanide . 058 J 22 mgkg FSSBo18 27 0.54-057 22 NA 11 N 35 RES YES ASL
7439808 | lron 250 J 5,800 mokg FSSB391 m NA 5,800 NA 2300 N| 100,000 RES YES ASL
7439921 {lLead 83 225 J my’kg FSSBaAgY 11/14 0.69 - 45 225 NA 400 N 750 RES NO BSL
7439954 | Magnesium 94 J 2900 mykg FSSB363 n NA 2,800 NA NA NA RES NO NUT
*"The Florida Soll Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was usad.
) Minimunvmaximum detacted concentration. Definitions:  N/A = Nol Appiicable
td] Background concentrations are not being used for this evaluation. . . ND = Not Detected
3) Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) Novemnber 2000, residential values equal 10 & carcinogenic risk of 10-6 SQL = Sample Quantitation Limit
of a hazard quotient of 0.1 N . COPC = Chemical of Potential C
4) EPA Reglon IV does not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC value to screen COPCs. However, polential ARAR/TBC values are presented., . ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate RequiremenyTo Be Considered
in the remedial goal option section, as appropriale. X J = Estimated Valua ' : . !
[£2] ¥ Codes S ion R : Infrequent D ion but A taled Historicatly (HIST) ' n = Presumplive evidence of material ) i
’ Frequenl Detection (FD) C = Carcinogenic
Toxicity information Available (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Levels (ASL) W = Waler
Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH} NF = Nonfood
) : F = Food i
Qeletion Reason: Infraquent Detection (IFD) RES=Region 9 PRG residential values equal to a carcinogenic risk of 1E-06 or a hazard quotient of 0.1 :
: Background Levels (BKG) o . ' |
No Toxicity Information {NTX) ] : , !
Essential Nulrient (NUT) :
Below Screening Level (8SL) 5 9 : . ()' 2 8 6 .



Scenario Timeframe:  Future

Medium; Surtace Sod

Exposure Medium; Surtace Soll

Exposure Polnt: Area North of McCoy's Creek

TABLE 2.4a {Continued)
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR

] [ I [ N | i
CAS l Chemical ) M Maximum | Unis Locali Detectl Range of ConccnuallonL @) (3 | Potantial | Potential | cOPC | Rationale for (4)
Number Minimum | Minlmum Maximum Quatifier of Maximum Frequency Detection Used for ackground Screening JARAR/TBC| ARAR/TBC | Flag Contaminant
Concentration{ Qualifier | Concentration Concentration Limits Screening Value Toxichty Value Value Source Deletion
A or Selectlon
7439965 | Manganese 585 190 mp/xg FSSB381 nw NA 180 NA 180 N} 3,200 RES YES ASL
7439978 | Mercury 0.0091 J 012 J my/kg - FSSB018 AT 0.0028 - 0.056 Q.12 NA 2 N 81 RES NO BSL
7440020 | Nickel 0.79 J 4.4 J mo/kg FSSB3g n7 ’ NA 44 NA 110t N{ 28,000 RES NO BsL
Polassium ‘a8 ] 150 J mghkg FSSB392 m NA 150 NA NA NA RES NO NUT
7440224 | Siver 0.41 J 05 J mgkg FS58392 an 0.19-0.28 05 NA 3% N{ 1000 RES NO BsL
Sodium 54 J 1685.5 J mp/kg FSSB018 57 50.5- 180 185.5 NA ’ ' NA NA RES NO. NUT
7440822 | Vanadlum 385 J 1.5 mg’kg FSSBO18 m NA 115 NA 15 N| 7.400 RES NOV BSL
744'0668 Zinc 16.0 600 J mg/kg FSSB391 67 29 600 NA 1100 Nj 100,000 RES NO - BSL
**The Florida Solt Cleanup Tarpet Lovel {SCTL) was used.
(1) M mmaxk detected cof b n Definitlons: N/A = Not Applicable
2) Background concentrations are not being usad for this evalualion. ’ ND = Not Detacted
) Reglon 8 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential values equal to a carcinogenic tisk of 10-6 - SQL = Sampta Quantitation Limit '
' or a hazard quotient of 0.1, ' COPC = Chemical of Potential Concem
) - EPA Region [V does not use comnparisons 10 ARAR/TBC value to screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC values are presented ARAFVTBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requi /To Be Consid
in the remedial goal oplion section, as appropiiate. J = Estimated Value
{5 Rationale Codes sglecllon Reason Infraquent Detection but Assoclated Historically (HIST) n = Presumptive evidence of material

Frequeni Detection (FD)

Yoxicity information Available (TX)

Above Screening Levels (ASL)

Carcinogenic PAHs evaivaled as a group (CPAH)

Deletion R : Infi Det

ction (JFD)
Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxicity Information (NTX)
Easential Nulrient (NUT)
Below Screeninp Level {(BSL)

C = Carcinogenic
N = Non-Garcinogenic

. W= Water

NF = Nonfood
F = Food

RES=Region 9 PRG residential values equal 1o a carcinogenic risk of 1E-06 or a hazard quotient of 0.1

,
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TABLE 2.5 :
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE

FOREST STREET INCINERATOR

Scenario Timeirame: Future
Madium: ' Subsurface Soll
Exposure Medium: Subsuriace Soil )
Exposure Point: Forest Siraot Site nggr !Aren t!
1 | 1 , ]
CAS Chemical (\}] (1) | Maximum { Units Location Detection Range of |Concentration (2) M | potential | Potential | cOPC |Rationale for ¢
Number Minimum Minimum Maximum Quallfler of Maxi Freq; y Detectl " Used for Backgl d S Ing |ARAR/TBC|ARARVTBC| Flag Contaminant
Concentration Qualifier Concentration Concentratlon Limits Screening Value Toxlcity Valus Vaive Source Deletlon
¥ - o7 Selection
56553 Benzo(a)anthracene 67 J 340 J ug/kg FSSB0O09 4/6 NA 340 NA 620 (o] YES CPAH
50328 Benzo(a)pyrena 86 J 380 J ug/kg FSSB009 36 460 380 NA 62 [ YES ASL
205992 8 (b and/ar k)i h 190 J 680 J upkp FSSBO09 36 460 680 NA 620 c YES ASL
Benzo(g.h.i)perylane . 100 J 210 J ughkg FSSB009 6 460 210 NA 2,300,000 N _NO BSL
86748 Carbarole 55 J 55 J ughg FSSB006 16 380- 530 55 ‘NA 24,000 [o] NO BsL
218019 Chrysens 71 J 340 Jd ug/kg FSSB009 4ls NA 340 NA 62,000 [ YES CPAH ’
Dibanzo(a,h)anthracene 40 J 40 J up/kg FS$B00S 16 400 - 530 40 NA 62 [+ YES CPAH |
206440 Fluoranthene 120 J 670 ughkg FSSB8009 4/6 NA 670 . NA 230,000 N NO B8SL
86737 Fluorene 65 J 65 J ughkg FSSB00G 16 380 - 530 65 NA 260,000 N NO B8sL
103385 Indano(3.2,3-c,d)pyrena 66 J 150 J ugkg FSSBo09 6 460 190 NA 620 c YES CPAH )
85018 Phenanthrene 200 J 490 J ugkg F55B006 6 530 490 NA 2,000,000 N "~ NO BSL
129000 Pyrens _2 J 480 ugkg FSSBO09 4/6 NA 480 NA 230000 N NO BSL
**The Fiorida Soil Cleanup Target Leve! (SCTL) was used. . ) . ' | :
m M Y . : O Delinitions:  N/A = Not Applicable ‘
(4] Background concentrations are nol being used for this evaluation. e ND » Not Detectad
3 Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November zoob. residential values equal 1o & carcinogenic risk of 10-6 S5QL = Sample Quantitation Limit
or @ hazard quotien! of 0.1 ) ) ) . ' COPC = Chomical of Potentia! Concern ‘ ]
) EPA Region IV does not use comparisons to ARAR/T BC valus 10 screen COPCs. However, potentisl ARAR/TBC values are presented ARAR/TBC = Applicable.or Relevant and Appropnials Requirement/To Be Considered :]
in the remedial goal option section, as appropriate. J a Estimated Valus '
{5) Rationale Codes Seleciion R infrequent D lon but A tated Historically (HIST) NsP plive @ of rial )‘
Frequant Dstection (FD) € = Carcinogenic - |
Toxicily Information Available (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic ‘
Above Scraening Levels (ASL) W = Water :
Carcinogenic PAHs eval d as a group (CPAH) NF « Nonfood
' F = Food
Deletion Reason: Intrequent Datection (IFD)
! Background Levels (BKG)
.~ No Toxicity Information (NTX) ) . : |
L Essantial Nuldent (NUT) ’
e Belaw Screening Level (BSL)

o
0
(o
N



TABLE 2.5 (Continued)

OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

Frequent Detection (FO)
Toxicity Information Available (TX)
Above Screening Levels (ASL)

Carcinogenic PAHs

Infrequent Detection (IFD)
Background Levals (BKG)
No Toxitity Information {NTX)
Essential Nutrient (NUT)
Balow Screening Level (BSL)

Delotion Reason:

d as a group (CPAH)

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
Scenasio Timatrame: Future
Medium: Subsurface Soil
Exposurs Madium: Subsurface Sail
[ , I I .
CAS Chemical m (1) | Maximum| unna Location Detection Rangeof [Concentration () 3 | potentiai | Potential | COPC |Rationate for (
Number " Minl i Maxl Qualifier ot Frequency | Detectt Usedfor | Background Screoning |ARAR/TBC|{ARAR/TBC| Flag | Contaminant
Concentration Qualitier Concentration Concentration Limits Screening Value Toxicity Valus Value Source ) Deletion
. ) or Selection
Alpha-Chlordane /2 6.8 7 uphg FSS8008 16 21-27 7 NA 1,600 c NO 8sL
60571 Dieldrin ) 4 4 . ug/kg FSSBO0B 16 40-53 4 NA 30 c NO asL
72208 Endrin 13 JN 1 JN ughkg FSSB00G AU 39-53 ‘13 NA 18000 N NO BSL
Gamma-Chlordane 2 29 15 upkg | . FSSBOOB 26 21-24 15 NA 1,600 c NO astL
7429905 Aluminum ' 490 8,700 mg/kg FSSB110 1313 NA 8,700 NA 7,600 N YES . ASL
7440360 | Antimony 1.07 J 4 J mg/kg FSSB110 513 047-9 7 NA 31 "N YES ASL
7440382 Arsenic 13 J 310 J mgkg FSSBOO7 g 0.51-19 310 -NA 0.39 c YES ASL
7440393 Barym 4.1 J 1.500 J mg/kg FSSB110 1313 1 1.500 NA 110 N YES ASL
7440417 | Borylllum 0.07 J 9.4 mo/kg FSSB007 9Ing 0.064 - 1 94 NA BT N NO 8st
7440439 . |Cadmium 0.082 J 13,000 mg/kg FSSB007 1013 0.089-0.1 13.000 NA 37 N YES ASL
Calcium 38 J 39,000 mgkg FSSB09S 113 NA 39,000 NA NA NO NUT
18540259 | Chromium, Tola 4 J - T 70 J mg/kg FSSB110 113 093-3 70 NA 23 'C YES ASL
7440484 Cg)alt 0.23 J 530 J FSSB007 1113 021-0.23 §30 NA AT0 N YES ASL
‘
**Tha Florida Soll Cieanup Targel Level (SCTL) was used.
(1)) Minimunm/ d d concentralion. . Delinitions: N/A = Not Applicable
{2) Backgraund concentrations are not being used for this evatuation. ND = Not Detectad
(&]] Region 9 Prefimingry Remediation Goals (PRGS) Novambnr 20490, msldonua! values equal to a carcinoganic risk of 10-6 SQL =« Sample Quantitation Limit
. or a hazard quoﬂonl of 0.1 COPC « Chemical of Polential Concem
{4) EPA Region IV ‘does not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC value to screen COPCs. Howave(. potential ARAR/TBC values are presentad ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropnalo Roquirament/To Be Considered
. in the remedial goal option soction, as appropriate, J = Estimated Velus
5) Rationale Codes Selection Reason: Infraquent Detection but Associated Historically (HIST) n = Presumplive evidence of material

C = Carcinogenic
N = Non-Carcinogenic

W = Water
NE = Nonfood U
F a Food

6
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TABLE 2.5 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
Scanario Timeframe: Fulure ’
Meodiunr Subsurface Solf
Exposure Medium Subsurtace Soil N
Exposure Point: Forast Street Site Proper {Area 1)
| I | I
CAS Chemicsl m (1) | Maximum | Units Locatlon Detectlon Range of [[Concentratlon . @ 3) | potential | Potentisl | COPC [Rationate for (
Number Minimum’ Minimum Maximum Qualifier of M Freq Y Detecti Used tor Backg d S ing |ARARVTBCIARAR/TBC{ Flag Contaminant
Concentration Qualifier Concentration C [ Limits . Screening Value Toxicity Value |  Value Source Delelion
’ or Selecllon
7440508 Copper 54 71.000 mofkg FSSBOOT 9/13 081-73 71,000 NA Lhivnd N YES ASL
57128  [Cyanide 0.33 125 mg/g FSSB09S 513 0.51-0.62 1.25 NA 1.1 N YES ASL
7439896 on 230 J 150,000 mg/kg FSSa11o 1113 NA 150,000 NA 2,300 N YES ASL
7439923 {Lead 216 5310 J mg/xg FSSB110 20726 41-48 5310 NA 400 N YES ASL
7439954 Magnesium 24 J 3,000 mo/kp - FSSB0YS 12113 34 3,000 NA NA NO NUT
7439965 | Manganese 6.7 4’ 1,800 “mghg | . FSSB110 1213 NA 1,800 NA 180 N YES ASL
7439976 Mercury 0.0059 J 13 mg/kg FSSBOO7 1213 . 0.0089 13 NA 23 N YES ASL
7440020 Nickel 0.53 J 200 J mg/kg FSSBbW 1213 0.48 200 NA 110" N YES ASL
7440097 | Potassium 1.7 1.200 J mo/kg FSSB110 1313 NA 1.200 NA NA NO NUT
7782492 | Selenium 0.52 J 2 J mg/kg FSSB8007 kK] 0.4-1 2 NA' 39 N NO est
7440224 | Silver 0.21 J 180 mg/kg FSSB0O? 6/13 0.18-3 180 NA 39 N YES ASL
7440235 Sodium 190 . 1,200 mo/kg FSSB110 513 0.68 - 160 1,200 NA NA NO NUT
Thallium 6.9 J 7 Jd mg/kg FSSB007- in3 053-2 7 NA 0.55 N YES ASL
7440622 Vanadium 1 Jd 2,000 ] mg/kg FSSB007 1n3 NA 2,000 NA 15 N YES ASL
7440665 | Zinc 14 J 3,800 mg/kg FSSB110 1213 38 3,800 NA. 2,300 N YES ASL
1746016 2,3,7,8-TCDD (TEQ) 7.8 J at ng/kg F5SB110 3 NA 91 NA 39 C YES ASL
**The Florida Soll Cleanup Targel Level (SCTL) was used.
m Minimue d d conceniration. Definitions: N/A = Not Appiicable -
@) Background concentrations are not being used for this evalualion, ND = Not Detacled
3) Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) Novermbar 2000, residential values equal 10 a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 SQL = Sample Quantitation Limit
or a hazard quotient of 0.1 I . . COPC = Chamical of Potential Concem
(L] EPA Region IV does not use comparisons 10 ARAR/TBC value to screen COPCs. However, potentlgl ARAR/TBC values are presented ARANTBC = Applicable or Relavant and Appropriate Requremant/To Ba Considered
in the remedial goal option section, as appropriate. J = Eslimated Value
18] Ratl Codes Selection Ré : Infraquent Detection but Associated Historically (HIST) n =P plive evidence of {
Frequent Detection (FD) " C = Carcinogenic .
Yoxicity Information Avaifable {TX) N = Non-Caseinogeric wn
Above Screening Levels (ASL) W = Water
F = Food O
Deletion Reason: Infrequent Deteciion (IFD) *
Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxicity Information (NTX)
Essential Nutrient (NUT) .
- Below Screening Lavef (BSL)




i
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|Scenario Timeframe:

e o aadn

Future

Subsuriace Soll
faze Soll

Wm

1-104.95 Intarchanga East |

TABLE 2.6 .
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR

CAS Chemical (] ()| Maximum Units Location Detection Range of [Cancentration @ ) | Potential Potential corc Ratlonate for ()
Number L M Qualifier of Freq ¥ [ Used for Background Screening ARAR/TBC | ARARTBC Flag Comaminant
Concentration Qualtfier Concentration Concentration | Limhts Screening Value Toxicity Vaiue Valus Source Daelalion
J ) i or Selection
7429905 Aluminum .1.900 1,900 mgkg F$S58331 11 NA 1,900 NA 7.600 N 100,000 IND NO 8sL
7440382 Arsenic 7. 168 68 mokg , Fssaan 1 NA 6.8 NA 0.39 c a7 IND YES ASL
7440383 But;m 2 "~ 610 610 mo/xg F558331 mn NA 610 NA 110" N 87,000 ND NO BSL
TAMANT Banfiium ! 0.06 J 0:06 J mo/kg FSSBAI n NA 008 NA 15 N 22,000 IND NO BSL
7440439 Cadmium 1.4 14 mo/kg FS5B8331 114 NA 14 NA a7 N 81 IND NO BSL
Calcium 3,900 3,300 mo’kg FSSBA31 mn NA 3.300‘ NA NA NA IND NO NUT
10540299 Chromium, Totat 7.2 re mokg F$5831 iyl NA 7.2 NA 2 c 450 IND NO 8st
7440484 Cobalt 072 J 0.72 J mo/kg FS58331 (] NA 072 NA 470 N 100,000 IND NO 8SsL
7440508 | Copper 20 20 mpkg FSSB3d n NA 20 NA “nee N 76,000 IND NO BSL
§7125 . |Cyanide 098 4 0.98 3 mg/kg FS58331 " NA 0.98 NA 1.1 3s IND NO 8stL
7439896 Iron 3,200 3,200 mokg FSS8331 )11 NA 3,200 NA 2,300 N 100,000 IND NO BSL
7439921 Lead 16.9 1,03d mp/kg F558045 9/28 88-4t 1,030 NA 400 N 750 IND YES ASL
7413=9954 Magnesium 190 J 190 J mgkg FS58331 11 NA 190 NA NA NA IND NO NUT
"*™s Florida Soil Cleanup Terge! Level (SCTL) was used.
) M detecled 1, Definitons;  N/A = Not Applicable
(2) Backpround concentrations are nol being used for this evaluation. ND = Nol Detecled
(3} Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, realdential velues equal to a cascinogenic sisk of 10-6 SQL = Sampls Ouanlilation Limi
o & hazavd quotient of 0.1 .. COPC = Chemical of Polential Concern
(4) EPA Ragion IV doss nod use comparisons 1o ARAFVTRC valus ta screen COPCa, Howeves, potentinl ARAR/TEC vaiues are presenied © ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relsvant and Appropriate Requl /To Be Considered
In the remedial goal option section, as appropriate. : J = Estimaied Valus
(5) Rationals Codas Selection Reason: o bt dt y{HIST) nxP p of /
o Fraquent Datection {FD) C « Carcinogenic
Toukity information Avaiiable {TX) N = Non-Cascinogenic o
Above Scteening Levels (ASL) W = Watar )
Carcinogenic PAH3 evaluated as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonlood .
F = Food \O

Oetotion Reason:

ntrequent Detection (IFD)
Background Levels (BKG)

No Toxicity Information (NTX)

Essentia) Nutrent (NUT)

Bolow Sctesning Level (BSL)

IND=Rsgion 9 PRG lndusirial values equal 10 a carcinogenic risk of 1E-06 or 8 hazard quotient of 0 1
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TABLE 2.6 (Continued)

OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR

Scenasio Timeframe:
{Medium:
Exposure Medium;

Eg‘". Polnt: 1 101-95 lnle:r)mng East . |

Future

Subsuriace Soli
Subsurlace Soil

CAS Chemica) m )| Maximum Units Location Detection Range of [[Concentration @ @) Potantial Potential copPC Ratlonate for (4)
Number Mi A Qualifier of MaxI Freq Y ] i Used for Backg '] ARAR/TBC ARARTBC Flag Contaminant
Conceniration Quaiitier Concentrallon Concentration Limits Scrsening Valve Toxicity Value Valus Source Deietion
’ or Selection
7439965 Manganese 61 &t mo'kg FSS80 " NA 61 NA 180 N 3,200 IND NO BSL
7439976 Marcury o8 Jd [X:3 3 mphy FSSBIN m NA 06 NA 23 N 1] IND NO BSL
7440020 [ Nicke! - 38 J 38 J . mokg FSSBI31 3] NA X NA 110" N 28,000 IND NO BSL
Polassium n J 7 J myxg FSSBI " NA 73 NA NA NA IND NO NUT
7440622 Vanagium 48 J 45 J mg/kg £SSBII "t N‘A 46 NA 15 N 7,400 IND NO BsL
7440666 | Zinc 600 J 600 J mp/g, FSS8301 n NS 500 NA 2,300 N 100,000 IND NO BSL
.
**Thas Florids Soil Clesnup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
4w dstecied con Dalinitions: N/A = Not Applicable
{2) 8ackground concentrations are not being used lor this evaluation. ND = Not Detected *
(3) Ragion § Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGS) November 2000, residential values equa! to s carcinogenic risk of 10-6 SQOL = Sample Quantilation Limh
or a hazard quotient of 0.1 COPC = Chamice ot Potsnia) Concern
(4) EPA Replon IV does not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC value 10 screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC values are presenled ARARTBC » Applicabls or Relsvant and Appropr Ry _‘ /To Be C d
in the remadal goal opton section, as approprlale. J = Estimated Value ’
(S} Rationale Codes  Salection Raason: {nfrequent Delection but Associated Historicalty (HIST) o= P piive avidence o t
Froquent Detaction (FD) C = Carcinogenic
Toxkity Information Avafiable (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic (@2l
. Above Screening Levets (ASL) W = Water
7. T Cwelnogenic PAHa evalusted as a group (CPAH) ) NF = Nonfood O
” ' F = Food C .
Delation Reason: ' inirequant Detection (IFD) IND=Region 9 PRG indusirial values equal 10 & cascinogenic risk of 1E-06 or a hazerd quolien! of 0.1
Bachground Levels {BXG) :
No Toxicity Inlormaton (NTX)
Essential Nutrient (NUT)

Below Screaning Lavel (BSL)

Y
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Daletign Resson: Inirequem Detection (IFD) :
Background Levels (BKG)

No Toxicity Information (NTX)

Essential Nutrient (NUT)

Below Screaning Level (BSL)

TABLE 2.7 ’
OCCURRENCE DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
Scenarlo Timeframe: Future
Madium: Subsurace Soil
Py Madi Subeurac Soil
Exposurs Point; 1-101-95 Interchenge West |}
CAS Chemical m m | maximum Units Location Deteciion | Rangeof JIConcentrailon (@) O] epotenust |- Potentiat COPC  |Rationale ror |
Number Minimum | Minimum Maximum Qualitier of M, Frequenty o] Used for Background ., Streening ARAR/TBC ARAR/TBC Flag Contaminant
’ Concentration| Qualifler Com:cmnlhn Conceniration Limlis Screening Value ToxicHy Value - Value Source Dalatlon
' or Selection
7429905 | Aluminum 560 A 7.800 mg/kg ESSBOST (7.3 NA 7.800 NA 7,600 N 100,000 INO NO BSL
7440360 _| Antimony 2.1 J a8 J mgkg FSSB061 /5 0.56-0.98 LX) NA a N 82 IND NO BSL
7440382 | Arsenic 6 13 mg/kg F558057 k'3 0.51-0.57 2 NA 0.39 C 27 IND YES ASL
7440393 | Barium 3.8 4 420 mg/kg FSSB06! 55 NA 420 NA 110" N 87,000 IND NO asu
7440417 | Barytium 0.12 J 0.43 J mo/kg FSSBO5? ¥ 0.064 - 0.072 0.43 NA 15 N 2,200 IND NO BSL
7440439 | Cadmivm 1.1 J 8.6 mg/kg FSSBOS7 ¥ 0.098-0.11 8.60 NA 3.7 N 81 IND NO asL
Calclum 180 J 28,000 mokg FSSBOS7 5/5 NA 28,000 NA NA NA "IND NO NUT
18540299 | Chromium, Tolal 0.8S Jd 83 mo/kg FSSBOS7 &5 NA 83 NA 23 c 450 IND NO BStL
7440484 | Cobalt 0.33 4 86 my/kg F5SB0S7 45 0.24 86 NA 470 ‘N 100,000 IND NO BSL
7440508 | Copper 180 2,300 mp/kg FSS8057 ¥ 0.81-0.91 2,300 NA no- N 76.000 IND NO BSL
7439896 |iron 140 180,000 mg/kg FSSBOS? 85 NA 180,000 NA 2,300 N { 100,000 IND YES ASL
7439921 |Lead 1.1 1.480 mg/kg FSSB061 2341 15-43 1,010 NA 400 N 750 IND YES ASL
7435954 | Magresium 24 J 9,100 mg/kg FS$$BOS? ¥ NA 9,100 NA NA NA IND NO NUT
. *Tha Florida Soll Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used. ’
. (1)) Mirth imum d 1 Delinitions: N/A = Not Applicable
() . Background concentrations are nol being used lor this evaluation. ND = Mot Datected
(] Region 9 Preliminary Remaediation Goals {PRGs) Nmrrmr 2000, residontial valyes equal to a carclnogsmc risk of 10-6 "~ SQt = Sample Quantitation Limit
’ or a hazard quotiant of 0,1 COPC = Chemical of Potential Concem
(49 EPARegion IV does not use comparisons 1o ARAR/TBC value to screen COPCs. However, potential ARASVTEC values are ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Retevant end Appropriate Requirement/To Be Considered
presanted In the remedial goal option section, as appropriate. ’ J = Estimated Value
5 Rationale Codes  Selection R * Intraquent D tut Associated Hi Hy (HIST) n = Prgsumptive evidence ol matenal
. Frequen Deteclion (FD) C = Carcinogenic
Toxicity Information Available (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Levels (ASL) : W = Water
Carcl ic PAHs avalualed as a group (CPAH) : e NF = Nontood
F = Food

. IND=Region 9 PRG industrial values equal 10 a carcinoganic risk of 1E-06 or & hazard quotien o 0.1
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TABLE 2.7 (Continued)

OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE =

FOREST STREET INCINERATOR

{|Scenario Timeframe:

Future

Subsurtace Soil

Moedium: ’ :
Exposure Med! Soi
Exposure Point: 1-10/-95 Interchange West

| K 1 | I I o | -
CAS Chemlical - (0 1) | Maximum Units Location Detection | Rangeol [Concentration ) @)}  Ppotential Potential - coPC  |Rationatetor ¢
Number ' An M Max! Quallfier of Maximum | Frequency |° ‘Dolet,‘.,lqn ] Ulq& for Background Screening ARAR/TBC | ARAR/TBC Flag Contaminant .
Concentration] Quaiifier | Conceniration Conceniration Limits Screening Value Toxicity Value Value Source Deletlon
) ) or Seleclion
7439965 | Manganese 3.9 1,500 mghg FSSBO57 5 NA 1.500 NA 180 N 3.200 IND NO BsL
7439976 | Mercury 0.63 J 1.7 J my/xg FSSB060 35 0.01:0.016 1.7 NA 23 "N 81 IND NO BSL
7440020 |Nickel 05 J 38 mokg FSSBOS? 4/5 0.54 38 NA 110" N 28,000 IND . NO asL
Potassium 26 J 1,500 ‘1 mokg F$$8057 55 NA "1,500 NA NA NA IND NO NUT
7440224 | Silver 0.32 J 86 . mo/ko FSSBo61 s 0.21-024 56 NA .39 N 1,000 iND NO BsL
7440238 | Sodium 55 J 1,100 moko FSS8057 45 62 1.100 NA NA NA IND NO NUT
7440622 | Vanadium 0.38 J 120 mokg FSSB057 815 NA 120 NA ¢ 15 N 7.400 © IND NO BSL
7440666 | Zinc 9.4 J 9,800 : J mgkg FSSB8057 - A5 1.1 9,800 NA 2,300 N 100,000 IND NO B8sL
**The Florida Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
T
(87} Mini ji d tration. . Dafinitions: A, = Mot Applicablo
{2) Background concentrations are not b«lng used for this ovn!uabon. ND = Not Detected
3) Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential valuss equat to a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 SQt. = Semple Quantilation leu

ora huar_d quotient of 0.1
4) EPA Repion IV does not use comparisons 1o ARAR/TBC value to screen COPCs. Howaver, potential ARAR/TBC vaiues are
presentad in the remedial goal option section, as appropriate. '

® A

is Codes

Infrequent Detection bul A dHI lly (HIST)

.

Delation Reason:

Frequent Detection (FD)

Toxicity information Available (TX)

Above Scresning Lavels (ASL)

Carti iic PAHS ovalt d as a group (CPAH)

Intrequent Datection (IFD)
Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxicity Information (NTX)
Essential Nutrient (NUT)
Below Screening Level (BSL)

COPC = Chemical of Potential Concem
enV/To Be Consid

ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriste Req
J =-Estimated Value

naP i idi of
€ = Cartinogenic

N = Non-Carcinogenic

W = Waler

NF = Nonfood

F u Food

IND=Region 9 PRG industrial values squal 10 a carcinogenic risk of 1E-06 or @ hazard quotient of 0.1
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TABLE 2.8
OCCURRENCE DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
Scenario Timelrame: Fulure
Medium: _ Subsurface Soil
Exposhre Medium; Subsudaeo Soil
Exposure Polnt: Area North of McCoy's Cmek
| ' T T T ‘ B
‘CAS *  Chemical (1) (1)|Max Units| Locati Detection | Range of (| Concentration (2 )| Potentiat | Potential | copc Ratlonale for (4)
Number . - Minimum | Minimum Maximum | Qualifier of Mi Freq y| Detectl, Used for Background Screening | ARAR/TBC | ARAR/TBC |  Flag Contaminant
’ Concentration| Qualifler |Concentration Concentration Limits Screening Value Toxiclly Valua Valus Source + Deletion
s ) ] ) or Selection
7429905 | Aluminum 2,800 3,600 mg/kg| FSSB354 22 NA 3,600 - NA 7,600 N 100,000 IND NO BSL
7440382 |Arsenic - 12 ] J KR mg/kg| FSSB3s4 22 NA 3.1 NA 0.39 [o] .27 IND YES ASL
7440393 | Barium . 15 J 160 o d mp/kg) FSSBISA 22 NA 160 NA 110" N 87,000 IND NO : BSL
7440417 ) Benylilum 0.19 J 0.62 J mg/kg] FSSB3s4 22 NA 0.62 NA 15 N 2,200 IND NO ast
7440439 | Cadmium 0.1 J 0.13 J mg/kg " FSSBOOS /2 NA : 0.13 NA 37 N ' 81 IND NO . BSL
Cakclum 12,000 91,000 mygfkg] =~ FSSBO06 2 NA " 91,000 NA NA NA IND NO NUT
18540299 | Chromium, Total 5 J 8.5 J mg/kg{ FSSB364 22 NA 8.50 NA 23 C 450 IND NO 8stL
7440484 | Cobait 14 J 1.8 J mg/kgl FSSBIs4 22 NA 18 NA 470 N 100,000 IND NO 8st
7440508 .| Copper 18 18 mg/kg| FSSBOOB 1/2 22 18 NA 110 N 76,000 IND ’ NO 8SL
7439898 (lron 3,800 J 5,800 J mg/kg! FSSB3s4 22 NA 5.900 NA 2,300 N 100,000 IND NO B8SL
7439921 |Lead 10 152 me/kgi  FSSBO0 9/13 NA 152 NA 400 N 750 IND NO BSL
7439954 | Magnesium 420 J 540 J mg/k FSSBI64 22 NA 540 NA NA NA ~_IND NO NUT
“"The Florida Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
(1) Minimun/maximum defected concentration. - C : Definitions: N/A = Not Applicable
{2}’ Background concentrations are not being used for this avaluation. . ND = Not Detected
(3) Reglon 9 Prefiminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) N bar 2000, residential values equal to a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 v SQL = Sample Quanthation Limh
or a hazard quotient of 0.1 COPC = Chemical of Potentiat Concem
(4) EPA Region IV does not uae comparisons to ARARVTBC vaiue o acresn COPCs. Howsver, potential ARAR/TBC values are . : ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Ralevant and Appropriate Requirement/To Be Considered
' presented in (he.remedial goal option section, as appropriale. . C "'\,'. J = Eslimated Value . .
(5} Rationale Codes  Selaction Reason: . Infrequent Detection but Associated Historically (HIST) R n = Presumptive evidence of material
Frequent Detection (FD) C = Carcinogenk:
Toxicity information Avallable (TX) ) N = Non-Carcinogenic
- Above Screening Levels (ASL) ) W = Water
Carcinogenic PAHs avaluated as a group-(CPAH) . NF = Nontood
F = Food
Deletion Reason: Infrequent Detaction (IFD) ' . IND=Region 9 PRG industrial values equal to a carcinogenic risk of 1E-08 or a hazard quotient of 0.1
Background Levels (BKG)

No Toxicity Information (NTX)
Essential Nutrient (NUT)
Below Scresning Leval (BSL)
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TABLE 2.8 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
) FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
Scenario Timelrame: Future
Medium: Subsurtace Soll
Exposure Medium; Subsurface Soll
E ura Point; Area North of McCoy's Creek
I 1T ] I I
cAS Chemical © M (1){Maximum] Units| Locstion | Detection | Range of |f Concentsation R (3 | Potentiai | Potential | COPC Ratlonate for (4)
Number ’ Minlmum. | Minimum Maximum |} Qualifier of Maximum | Frequency| Detectlon Used for Background Screening | ARAR/TBC | ARAR/TBC | Filag Contaminant
Concentration| Qualifler [Concentration Concentration Limits Screening Vslue Toxlchty Value Value Source Deletlon
or Selection
7439965 | Manganese 7% . J 130 J mg/kg FSSB364 22 NA 130 NA 180 .N 3,200 IND NO BSL
7439978 | Mercury 0.023 J 0.028 J mg/kg| FSSB364 272 NA 0.028 NA 23. N 61 IND NO Bst -
7440020 |[Nickel 3 J 4.3 J mykg{ FSSB364 ) 22 NA 43 NA 110" N 28,000 IND NO BSL
| Potassium 140 J 400 J mg/kg| FSSB364 22 NA 400 NA NA NA IND - NO NUT
7440622 | Vanadium 5 J 73 J mg/kg| FSSB3IG4 : 22 NA 73 NA 15 N 7,400 IND NO BSL
7440668 | Zinc ' 60.0 60 mo/kg] FSSBOOS 12 39 60 NA 1,100 N | 100,000 IND NO ~BsL
**The Florida Soi Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
(1) Minmum/maximum detected concentration, Definitions: N/A = Not Applicable
(2) Background concentrations are not being used for ihis evaluation. ND = Nol Delected
SQL = Sample Quantitation Limit

(3} Region® Pnllniinary flemediation Goals (PRGs) Novembar 2000, residential values equal to a carcinogenic risk of 10-8

: or a hazard quotient of 0.1

{4) EPA Roglon IV does nol use comparisons 1o ARAR/TBC valus to screen COPCs. However, potenl-al ARAR/TBC values are
prescmed in the remedial goal option section, as appropriate,

(5) Rav

‘e Codes S ion R

infreq: D but Associated Historically (HIST)
Frequent Detaction (FD)

Toxicity information Available (TX)

Above Screening Levels (ASL)

Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group {CPAH)

3

Infrequent Detection (IFD)

Background Levels (BKG)

No Toxicity information (NTX)
Essential Nutrient (NUT)
Below Screening Level (BSL)

COPC = Chemical of Polentiai Concem

ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirament/T 0 Be Considered

J = Estimated Value

n = Presumptive evidence of material
C = Carcinogenic

N = Non-Carcinogenic

W = Water

NF = Nonfood

F = Food

IND=Region 9 PRG industrial vaiues egual to a carcinogenic risk of IE 06 or a hazard quotient of 0.1
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TABLE 2.8a

OCCURRENCE, DlSTRlBUTiON AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN -
"JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR

quant Detection {IFD)
Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxicity Information (NTX)
Essential Nutrient (NUT)
Below Screening Level (BSL)

Scenario Timelrame:  Future
{Medium: . Subsurface Soll
Exposure Meadi Subsurtace Sol
Exposure Point: Area North ot McGoy's Creek
! ] v ] |
CAS . Chemical ) ()} Maximum | uniis Location Detection Range ot c'oncenlrauonL @ ©)| Polentiat | Potenial | COPC | Rationate for (4)
Number M M Quatifier ofM Froq y D { Used for ackground Sereening | ARAR/TBC| ARAR/TBC Flag Contaminant
a Concentration] Qualifier | Concentration Concenlration Limits Screening Value Toxlicity Value Value Source Deletion
or Selectlon
7429305 | Aluminum 2,900 . -3.600 mghy F£SSB364 22 NA 3,600 NA 7.600 N | 100,000 RES NO BSL
7440382 | Arsenic 12 J 3.1 mgkg FSSA364 2R NA 31 " NA 03 C 27 RES YES ASL
7440393 | Barium 15 J 160 J mg/kg FSSB64 2 NA 160 NA 110" N 87,000 RES YES ASL
7440417 | Bonyltium 0.19 J 062 mgkg FSSBI64 2 NA 062 NA 15 N 2200 RES NO BSL
7440439 | Cadmium 01 J 0.13 J mo/kg FSSBO06 2R NA 0.13 NA 37 N a1 RES NO BSL
" I Calclum 12,000 . 81,000 mg/kg FSSB006 272 NA 91,000 NA NA NA RES NO NUT
18540299 { Chromium, Tota! 5 J 8.5 J mgkg FSSB364 272 NA " 850 NA 23 [ 450 RES NO BSL
7440484 | Cobalt 14 J 1.8 J mgkg . FSSB384 212 NA 18 NA 470 N | 100,000 RES NO astL
7440508 | Copper 18 . 18 mg/kg FSSB8006 1" 22 18 NA 110" N 76,000 RES NO BSL
74396896 |Iron 3,800 J 5,800 J . mgkg F558364 2R NA 5,900 NA . 2,300 N | 100,000 RES YES ASL
7439921 |tead ¢ 10 RET mg/kg FSSBDZO N3 NA 152 NA 400 N 750 ‘ RES NO BSL
7439854 | Magnesium 420 J 540 J mg/kg FSSB8364 22 NA 540 NA NA NA RES NG NUT
*The Florida Soi Gleanup Targel Level (SCTL) was used.
m Mind d d con Definllions: N/A = Not Applicable :
(2) Background concentrations are nol belng‘usod for this evaluation. ND = Not Detacted
{3 Region 8 Preliminary Remediation Goais (PRGs) N ber 2000, ial values equal to 3 carcinogenic risk of 10-6 SQOL = Sample Quantitation Limit
- of a hazerd quotient of 0.1 : COPC = Chemical of Potentiai Concem
(4) EPA Region [V does not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC value to screen COPCs. However, polential ARAR/TBC values are ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement/To Be Considered
[ din the dial goal option saction, as apptop J = Estimated Value
) R Codes S Reason: lnfrequent Detection but As d Historically (HIST) n = Prasumptive evidence of matar
' Frequent Detection (FD) C = Cascinogenic
Toxicity Information Avadable (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Levels (ASL) W = Water
Carclriogenic PAHs evalualed as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonfood
F = Food
el . Inf

RES=Region 9 PRG residential values equal to a carcinogenic risk of 1€-06 or a hazard quotient of 0.1
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TABLE 2.8a (Continued)

OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE

FOREST STREET INCINERATOR

Scenario Timeframe:  Future
Maedium: Subsurface Sol
Exposure Medium; Subsurface Soil
Exposurs Point: " Area North of McCoy's Creek
. | [ )| I I
Chemical - M) (1) Maximum | Units Locatl Detectl Range of [Concentration @ : (3 | Potential | Potentiat | COPC | Rationaie for (4)
Number - Minimum | Minlmum Maximum Qualifier of Maximum Frequency Detection Used for  [Background Screening |ARAR/TBC| ARAR/TBC | Flag Contaminant
Concentration| Qualifier | Concentration Concentration Limits Screening Value Toxiclty Value Value Source Deletion
or Seleclion
7439865 |Manganese 76 J . 130 J mg/kg FSSB364 212 NA 130 NA 180 N 3.200 RES NO © BSL
74389768 | Mercury 0.023 J 0.028 J my/kg FSSB364 22 NA 0.028 NA 22 N 81 RES NO BSL
7440020 | Nickel . 3 J 43 J mo/kg FSSB364 22 NA 43 NA 110°** N 28,000 RES NO BSL
~ }Potassium 140 J 400 J mgkg ' FSSB364 22 NA 400 NA NA NA | RES NO NUT
7440622 |Vanadium s J 73 J mpkg FSSB364 R NA 73 NA " 15* N 7,400 RES NO 8sL
7440660 |Zinc 60.0 80 mp/kg FSSB00S 12 39 60 NA 1,100 N 100,006 RES NO asL
*The Florida Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
n Mi /maximum detected concentration. Deliniions:  NJA = Not Applicable
(2) Background concenlrations are nol being used for this evaluation. ND = Not Delected
3 Reglon 9 Prefiminary Remadiation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential values equal lo a carcinogenic risk of 10-5 SOL = Sample Quantitation Limit
or a hazard quotient of 0.1 ' ' COPC = Chamical of P, ial C .
) {4) EPA Reglon [V does not usa compdrisens to ARAWTBO valus o COPCs. H f, P ial ARAR/TBC valuas are . ARAR/TBC = Applicable or R and Appropriate Req /To Be C d
: presented in tha remedial goal option saclion, as appn)prla!o J = Estimated Vaiue
(5 Aationale Codes  Selection R quaent Detection but A Historically (HIST) n = Presumplive evidence of malerial
' Fraquent Detection (FD) ' C = Carcinogenic
Toxicity Information Available (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Levels (ASL) W = Water
Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonfood
F = Food
Deletion Reason; Infrequent Detection (IFD) RES=Region 8 PRG lesuienhal values aqual 10 a carcinogenic risk of 1E-08 or a hazard que
Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxkcity iInformation (NTX) s ’
= Essentlal Nutrient (NUT) i . ~
Below Screening Leve! (8SL) -’\. 5 9 ~ \ 2 9 8




TABLE 29
OCCURRENCE, DISTHIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
Scenario Timelrame: Current/Future
Medium: Surface Water
Exposure Medium: Surface Water
Exposure Point: McCoy's Creak
‘ [ T (
CAS Chemical oy (1)|Maximum| Units|  Location | Detection| Rangeof  [Concentration 2 ‘ (3) ] Potential | Potenttal | COPC | Rationate for
Number Minlmum Minlmum| Maximum | Qualifier of Maximum | Frequency Delectl Used for Background Screening ARAR/TBC |ARAR/TBC| Flag Contaminant
Concentration| Qualifier | Concentration Concentration Limits Screening Value Toxicity Value Vatue Source Deletion
) _ | of Setection
. 1,2.4-Trichlorobanzene 38 J 36 J ughL FSSWO007 173 10 3.6 NA 120,000 N NO BSL
56553 Benzo(a)anthracene 0.83 J 2 J ugl. FSSW004 218 10 2 NA 0.0044 (o] YES ASL
60328 | Benzo(a)pyrene 22 J 22 J g | FSSWO004 18 10 22 NA 0.0044 Cc YES ASL
205992 | Benzo(b)fivoranthens 22 J 22 J ; uglL FSSW004 18 10 22 NA - 0.0044 o YES ASL
191242 | Banzo{g.h.l)perylene 07 J 241 J ug/l FSSWO004 2/8 10 2.1 NA NE NO NTX
207089 | Benzo{kjfiuoranthens 12 J 1.7 J ug/lL FSSWO004 1/8 10 1.7 NA 0.0044 C YES ASL
85687 {Benzyl Butyl Phthalate 2 J 2 J uplL FSSW004 /8 10 2 NA 3,000 N NO BSL
bis(2-sthylhexyl)phthalate 22 Jd 1 Jd uglL FSSWO03 8 10-18 10 NA 18 (o} YES ASL
86748 Carbazole 2 J 2 J uglL FSSWO004 /8 10 2 NA NE C NO NTX
218019 |Chrysene 053 o 22 J uglL FSSWO004 28 10 22 NA 0.0044 [+ YES ASL
53703 | Dibenz(a,h)anthracens 11 J 11 Jd ugll FSSW004 i/ 10 1.1 NA 0.0044 C YES ASL
84742 | Di-n-Butyl Phthalate 1 J 1 J ugll FSSW004 1/8 10 1 NA 2,700 N NO BSL
117840 | Dka-Octyiphthalate 15 J 1.5 J uh | FSSWO004 e 10 15 _NA 2,700 N NO asL
206440 _| Fluoranihene 2 J 2 4 Jun | FSSWOOS 18 10 2 NA 300 N NO 8sL
*The Florida Surface Water Targe! Levels were used.
{1) ~ Minimum/maximum detected concentration. Detinitions: N/A = _Nm Applicable
(2) Bacl W ¢ lons are not being used for this avaluation, : ND = Not Delscted
(3) UsS. EPA National Recommended Water Quality Criteria-Carection Aprit 1998, human health for consumption of water and organism values NE = Not Established

4

presented in the remediaf goal option section, as appropriate.
Detaction but Assoclatod Historicaily (HIST)

{5) Raii

Cal

le Codes jon R

Delstion Reason:

oy

Frequent Detaction (FD)
Toxiclty informalion Avaiiable (TX)

Above Screening Levels {(ASL)

Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH)

Infrequent Delection (IFD)
Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxicity information {NTX)
Essential Nutrient (NUT)
Befow Screening Level (BSL)

EPA Raglon IV does not use comparisons 1o ARAR/TBC value o screen CQPC: Hnwgver. potential ARAR/TBC values are

SQL = Sample Quantitation Limit
COPC = Chemical of Potential Concern
ARAR/TEC = = Applicable or Relevant and Appmprlata RequirementTo Be Considerad

J = Estimated Value

n = Prasumptive evidence of malerial

C = Carcinogenic
N = Non-Carcinogeni¢
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TABLE 2.9 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION. OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASHY, SITE
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR

Scenario Timetrams: Current/Future
Medium: Surlace Water
Exposure Madivm: Surface Water
Exposure Point: McCoy's Craek
: 1 | I | , -
CAS | Chemical m (1){Maximum| units|  Location Detection} Rangeof |Concentration 2 (3)| potential | Potentiat | COPC | Rationale for
Number Minimum  (Minlmum| Maximum |Qualifler of A Frequency| Detectl | usedfor | Background Screening | ARAR/TBC |ARARTBC| Flag | Contaminant
Concentration] Quafifler [ Concentration| Concentration Limits Screening Value Toxicity Value Value Source Deletion
) or Selection
193395 }Indeno(! .2.3-c.d)pyreno i 0.65 J 241 J ughL FSSWO004 28 10 21 NA 0.0044 [o YES ASL
120000 | Pyrens L 20 J 241 J uglt FSSWO004 18 10 2.1 NA 960 N NO BSL
7440393 | Barium ': T 0044 J 0.064 J {ma| Fsswoot &8 NA 0.064_ NA NE N YES T
7440439 |Cadmium " 0.0048 J 0.0048 J mg/L FSSWO008 8 0.00071 0.0048 NA 0.0093 N NO BSL
Calcium 73 160 mgit FSSWO006 8/8 NA 160 NA NE NO NUT
7440508 | Copper 0.003 J 0.003 J mgA FSSWO008 8 0.00115 - 0.0035| 0.003 NA 1,300 N NO BSL
57125 | Cyanide 0.0059 J 0.0099 J mg/L FSSW006 478 0.005 0.0099 NA 700 N NO B8sL
7439896 |lron 032 0.42 mo/L. FSSWO003 88 NA 0.42 NA 0.3 N YES ASL
7439954 | Magnesium 285 450 moL FSSW006 a8 NA 450 NA NE NO NUT
7439965 |Manganase 0.046 0.0795 mpiL| FSSWo007 8/8 NA 0.0795 NA 0.08 N YES ASL
’ Polassium 8.55 160 J mg/L FSSW006 8/8 NA 160 NA NE NO NUT
B Sodium 140 3,400 mglL FSSW006 8/8 NA 3,400 NA NE NO NUT
7440622 | Vanadium 0.0055 J 0.0055 J mg/i FSSWO003 1/8 0.0022 - 0.0063 0.0055 NA 0.026 N NO asL
7440666 | Zinc 0.0089 J 0.0133 J mgl FSSWo007 7/8 0.0079 0.0133 NA 9,100 N NO BSL
*The Florida Surface Water Target Levels were used.
(1) Minimurvmaximum detected concentration. Deiinitions. N/A = Noi Applicable
(2) Background concenirations are not being used for this evaluation. NO = Not Detected
(3) U.S. EPA Nalional Recommeried Water Quality Crierla-Correction Apri) 1999, human health for consumplion of water and organism valuss NE = Not Established

@

presented in the remedial goal option section, as appvopriala
Infrequent Detection but Associated Historically (HIST)

(s)

Ralionale Codes  Selection Reason:

Delestion Reason:

Frequent Detection (FD)

Toxicity Informalion Avaitable (TX)

Above Scrasning Levels (ASL)

Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH)

Infraquent Detection (IFD)
Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxicity information (NTX)
Essential Nutrient (NUT)
Below Screening Level (BSL)

EPA Reglon IV does not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC value to screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC valuas are

SQL = Sample Quantitation Limil
COPC = Chemical of Potential Concem

ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement/To Be Considered

J = Eslimated Value

n = Prasumplive evidence of material
C = Carcinogenic

N = Non-Carcinogenic
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;
!
i
i




TABLE 2.10 :
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
: : JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES :
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium; Groundwater
Exposure Medium: Groundwater
Exposure Point: Suficlal Aquiler |
P I ] [ l I {
CAS Chemical M Maximum| Units| Location Detection Range of [ Concentration (2 & Potential | Potential {COPC| Ratlonale for
Number Minimum | Mintmum { Maximum | Qualifier of Maximum |{Frequency| Detection Used for Background Screening ARAR/ ARAR/ | Flag| Contaminant
Concentration] Qualifler [Concentration| Concentration Limite Scmndhg Value Toxicity Valve |  TBC' TBC Deletion
Vaiue Source or Seloction
75150 | Carbon Disulide 0.8 J 0.8 J ugl | FSMWO12 m | 10 08 NA 100 N NO | BSL
156592 | cis-1,2-Dichioroethylene . 0.9 J 1 J ugL { FSMWO014 28 10 1 NA 81 NO BSL
7429905 | Aluminum 0.074 J 0.47 mg/L{ FSMWO013 2/19 0.027 - 0.066 0.47 1.97 36 N NO BSL,BKG
7440393 | Bariumn 0.022 "4 0.35 mg.t FSMWO14 19/18 NA 0.35 0.02 026 - N YES ASL
' Calcium 17 150 mgh | FSMWO010 1919 - NA 150 40.5 NA NO NUT
7440484 [Cobalt 0.002 J 0.002 mgil | FSMWO009 ne - '-\‘Q.OOM 0.002 0.002 0.22 N NO BSL,BKG
57125 [Cyanide 0.0073 J 0.0073 J mp/L | FSMWO0S 9 , 0005 0.0073 ND 000062 N YES ASL
7439896 fron 0.15 24 mgi. | FSMwWOO08 9 0025-0.081 24 0.5 11 N YES ASL
7439921 jlLead | 0.00298 0.00617 mg/l.| FSMWO005 2/19  [0.0015 - 0.0034 0.00617 ND 0.015 N NO astL
Magnesium 3.2 J o3 mpl.] FSMWO010 1919 NA 31 RN NA NO NUT
7439965 Manganese 0.0045 J 0.78 mgl.| FSMWO00S 19/19 NA 0.75 0.04 0.088 N YES ASL
Potassium 11 24 mgA.| FSMWO10 19/19 NA 24 84 NA NO NUT
Sodlqm 53 73 mgl.| FSMwoO18 19/19 NA . 73 34 . NA NO NUT
7440622 | Vanadium 0.0044 J 0.0044 Jd mg/L| FSMWO19 - 18/19 0.0022 . 0.0044 0.006 0.026 N NO BSL
7440665 | Zing 0.072 0.13 m FSMWO014 219 0.0059 - 0.023 0.13 0.006 11 N NO BSL
(1) Minimy detected cor Y Definitions: . N/A = Not Applicable

(@ Backbround concentrations are not beind used for this evaluation. '
(3) Ragion 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) Novembar 2000, tap watar values equal 10.a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 or a hazard quotient of 0.1,
{4) EPA Region IV does not use c,omﬁairisons to ARAR/TBC value o screen COPCs. Howaver, potential ARAR/TBC values are

presented in the remedial goll op\icn'.r.o'cﬁon, as appropriate. )
(5) Rationale Codes Selection Reason: '

Deletion Reason:

infrequent Detaction but Associated Histarically (HIST)

Fraquent Detsction (FD)

- Toxicity Information Available (TX)

Above Screening Levels (ASL)

Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH)

Infrequent Detection (IFD)
Background Levels (BKG)

No Toxicity information (NTX)

Essential Nutrient (NUT)

Below Screening Level (BSL)

ND = Not Detected
NE = Not Established

SQL = Sample Quantitation Limit -

COPC = Chemical of Potential Concem
ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relavant and Appropriate RequirementTo Be Considert

J = Eslimated Value

n = Presumplive evidence ol material

C = Carcinogenic
N = Non-Carcinogenic

" NF = Nonfood

9
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TABLE 2.1
OCCURRENCE DlSTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH AND CLEVELAND
Scenario Timeframe: Curent/Future
Medium: Surface Soil
Exposura Medium: Surface Sol!
Emmett Reed Communily Center
| | _ v | | |
CAS’ Chemics! (1) Minimum (1) Maxtmum| Unita |  Loeation Detection | Rangs of | Concentration ) 3] potentt P lat |COPC| Rutioriste tor (4
Number Minimum « | Qualifler |  Maximum Gualitier of M Freg y | D« ) Used for Background: Screening ARAR/TBC | ARARVTBC | Fiag | Contaminant
Concentration Concentration Conceniration Limits Sereening Value Toxlcity Value Vaive Source Delellon
. ' or Selecilon
56553 Benzo(a)anthracena 240 J 240 J ughg| FCSBOZB w2 . 350 240 NA 620 [of YES CPAH
50328 Benz{a)pyrene 260 J 260 J ugkg FCS5B028 172 50 260 NA 62 c YES ASL, CPAH
205992 | Benzo(b)fiuoranthena 260 J 260 J ugkg| FCSBORS. L 350 260 NA 620 c YES CPAH
191242 | Benzo{ghi)Perylens 140 J 140 ] ugkg| FCSBO28 " 350 140 NA 2,300.000 C NO BSL
205992 | Benzo(k)fiuoranthens 220 J 220 J  |ugkg| FeSBOZB ” 350 220 NA 6.200 c YES CPAH
218019 Chrysens - 250 J 250 J ugkp FCSBO28 7w . 350 250 NA 82.000 [+ YES CPAH .
84662 | Diethyl Phthalate 970 1,100 upkg| FCsBO28 |° 2r NA . 1,100 NA 4900000 N ‘NO BSL
206440 Fluoranthene 510 510 - . ug/kg FCSB028 172 350 S10 NA 230,000 N NO ast.
103395 Indeno (1,2,3-cd) pyrene 130 J 130 J vp/kg FCSB028 17 350 130 NA 620 [ YES CPAH
85018 Phenanthrene 180 J 180 J ug/kg FCSBO268 in 350 180 NA 2,000,000 N NO BsL
206440 | Pyrene 360 360 upkg| FCSB028 172 350 360 NA 230,000 N NO B8SL
50293 P.P-0DDT 29 J 9.9 J up/kg FCSBO28 2 35 99 NA 1,700 [o4 NO ast
11096825 } PCB-1260 (Aroclor 1260) 20 J 39 ug/kg FCSB8028 272 NA 39 NA 220 (o] NO BSL
**The Flonda Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
n Mint irrum d Delinitions N/A = Not Applicablg
[Pi] Background concenlrations are not being used for Ihis evaluation, NO » Not Detected
(k)] Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals {PRGs) November 2000, tasidaniial values equal 1o & carcinogenic risk of 10-8 SOL = Sampie Quaniitation Umit
or a hazard quotient of 0.1 COPC = Chemical of Polential Concem
“) EPA Region IV does not use comparisons 1o ARAR/TBC value 10 screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC values are ARAR/TBC = Applicable or R and Approp Requil WT0 Be Considered
presented in the ramedial goal oplion section, as appcopdalo J = Estimated Value
[C] Ratonale Codes  Selection Reason: {nfrequent Dateaction but A Hi lly (HIST) n = Presumptive evidence of material

Delalion Reason:

Frequent Deteclion (FD}
Toxicily information Available (TX)
Above Screaning Levels (ASL)

Carcinogenic PAHs svaluated as a group (CPAM)

Infrequent Detection (IFD)

Background Levels (BKG) L
No Toxicity Information (NTX) N
Essential Nulrient (NUT) '
Below Scraening Level (BSL)

C = Carcinogenic

N = Non-Carcinoganic
W = Water

NF = Nonood

F = Food

5
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TABLE 2.1 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL. CONCERN

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
STH AND CLEVELAND
s io Timet Cu [Future
Medium: Surtace Soil
Exposure Medium: Surtace Soil
Exposure Point: Emmett Reed Community Center
[ : { , i I. ]
CAS Chemical ()] Minimum (A Unite]  Locatl Detectl Range of | Concentration (2) | potentat | Potentiat |COPC| Ratlonaie for (4
Number Minimum | Qualiiter | Maximum Qualitier of Freg: o, Used for Backg d Sc¢ 9 ARAR/TBC | ARAR/TBC Flag | Contaminant
c . C Concentration Umits Screening Valus Toxicity Value Value Source Deletlon
. . or Salection - |
7429905 | Aluminum 1,000 2500 mgikpgl FCSBOOS 11h h- NA 2,500 NA 7,600 N NO BSL
7440360 | Anlimony 077 J J2 J mg/kg FCS8028 am .46 - 0.52 32 NA a1 N YES ASL
7440382 Arsenic 32 42 mg/kg FCS8009 218 '042-1.8 42 NA 0.39 c YES ASL
7440393 . | Barium 9.6 ] J70 mykg FCSB00% 1m NA J are NA 110 N YES ASL
7440417 | Beryflium 0065 ] 0.2 J mohg| FCSBO28 11 |00s4-0.05 0.2 NA 15 N NO 8sL
7440439 | Cadmium 0.089 J a4 mokg|  FCSBOOI o 0082009 34 NA 37 N ‘NO BSL
7440702 | Calchum 390 J 130,000 mokg| FCSBOOS 11 NA 130,000 NA NA NO NUT
18540299 | Chromium 28 21 mo/kg FCSBOO3 1n NA a1 NA 23 c NO BSL
7440484° | Cobasi 0.19 J 18 J mykg| FCSBOOY 1041 02 18 NA 470 N NO BSL
7440508 | Copper 40 J 10 my/kg FCSBOOS Hwn NA 110 NA 110* N YES ASL
5125 Cyanide 21 2.1 mo/kg FCSBQO9 i 0.51-055 2.1 NA 30 N NO BSL
7439896 |fron 1,600 14,000 mo/kg FCSB028 111 NA 14,000 NA 2,300 N YES ASL
7439921 Lead a7 950 J my/kg FCSBO09 Mg 950 NA 400 N YES ASL
7439954 Magnesium 64 J 1,100 J gk FCSB006 i NA 1,100 NA NA NO NUT
**The Fiorida Soil Cleanup Targe! Level (SCTL) was used.
m Miniiru ’f ram delg i . Delinitions: VA = Not Appiicable
@ Background concenirations are not being used for Ihis avaluation, ND = Not Detecled
[€)] Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential values equal to a c:n:lnoocmc sisk of 10-6 SOL = Sample Quantitation Limil
or a hazard quotieni of 0.1 COPG « Chemical of Polentisl Conserm
(4) EPA Region IV does not use comparisans 1o ARAR/TBC value to screen COPCS. Howevar, polenual ARAR/TEC values are ARAR/TBC = Applicable or A

()

prasented in the remedial goal option section, as appropriale.

Rationale Codes  Salection Reason; quent Dstecton but A " Hi
© - Frequent Datection {FO)
Taxiclty Information Available (TX)
Above Screening Levels (ASL)

Carcinoganic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH)

Deletion Reason: Intrequent Delection (tFD)
Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxicity information (NTX)
Essential Nutrien! (NUT)

Balow Screening Level (BSL)

ly (HIST)

ang Appropriate Regui /To Be Consitk
J = Estimated Vatue )

o "

n =P 5] ol
C a Carcinogenic

N= Non~Carcino'qenk:

W = Water

NF « Nonfood

F = Food

5 9 .0303




TABLE 2.1 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH AND CLEVELAND
| Scanario Timeframe: CunenlFuture
[Medium: Surface Sol!
Exposure Medium: Surtace Soil
Egun Paint: Emmett Roed cammunlg Center |
I ! I | | I 1 1 ]
CAS Chemical () Minimum © (1) M Units| Locatl | Detecu Range of |[Concentration @) @ e ) Potenttel |COPC| Rationale tar (4
Number Minimum | Qualifer | Maximum Qualifier of M Freq O i Used for Backg! d s ing ARAR/TBC | ARAR/TEC | Fiag | Contaminant
Concentration Concentration Concentration Limits Screening Valua - Toxlcity Value Value Source Deletion
) - or Selection
7430365 | Manganese 14 98 mokp] FCSBO28 1 NA 99 NA 180 N NO BSL |
7439976 | Mercury i 0.02 3 0.34 J moig|] FCSBOO9 11 NA 0.34 NA 23 N NO BSsL
7440020 | Nickel B 1 J 6.5 4 mokg FCSB009 tint NA 6.5 NA 110 N NO BSL
7440097 | Potassium §2 J 120 ] moip| - FCSB028 " NA 120 NA NA NO NUT
7440224 | Siver 051 J 0.53 J mp/kg FCSB009 nt 0.18-0.2% 053 NA 39 N NO BSL
7440822 | Vanadum 34 g 9.6 4 |mgig|{ FCSBO0Y LR1IS NA 9e NA 15" N NO BSL
7440668 | Zinc 28 L 690 J my/g FCSB0O09 1" NA 690 NA 2,300 N NO BsL
1746016 | 2,3,7,6-TCOD (TEQ) 1 S 45 ng/kp CLSS15 66 NA 45 NA 38 c YES ASL
**The Florida Soll Cleanup Tasge! Level (SCTL) was used.
M Minimyms lon. Delinilions N/A = Not Applicable
{2 Background concenlrations are not being used for this evaluation. ND = Nol Detected t
Q) Region B Preliminary Remediation Goals {PAGS) Novermber 2000, residential values aqual lo a carcinogenic fisk ol 10-6 SOL = Sampls Quantitation Limit
or 2 hazard quotient of 0.1 COPC = Chermical of Potential Concemn
(4) EPA Region IV doas not use comparisons o ARARTBC value 10 streen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC values are ARAR/TBC = Appli orf and Appropriate Requirement/To Be Considered
presented in the remedial goal option section, as appvopdalo J = Estimated Value )
5) Haﬂonab Codes Selection Reason: quent Detection but Assoclated Hi y (HIST) n 2 Prasumplive evidence ol material
Frequen) Delection (FD) C = Carcinogenic
- Toxicily Inlormalion Available (TX) N = Non-Carcinopems
Above Screening Lavels (ASL) W » Water
Carcinogenic PAHs evalualed as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonlood
¥ F = Food
N Oelation Reason: Infraquent Dataction (IFD) .
Backpround Levels (BXG)
No Toxicity Information (NTX}
Essential Nutdient {NUT) G
Balow Screening Level (BSL)
\O
[
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TABLE 2.2
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
" JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH AND CLEVELAND
Scenarlo Timeframe: CumrenVFuture
Medium: Subsurtace Soil
|| Exposura Medium: Subsuriace Solt
Exposure Poin; Emmen Reed Gommunlly Conter )
|
CAS . Chemicat (M) 1 (1)|Maximum| Units |  Locat Rangs of Il Concentration @) {3 | Poteniiat | Potential |COPC| Rationale for (4
Number Mintmum |* Minimum Maximum Qualitler of Maxk q D h Used for Backg d s h ARAR/TBC | ARAR/TBC | Flag Contaminant
’ Concentration | Qualifler Canceniration ) Coneentrstion Limits Screening Value Toxicity Value Valus Source Deletlon
) or Selection |
120127 Anthracene 160 J 160 J ughg FCSB026 Wi NA 160 NA 2,200,000 N NO BSL
56553 Benzo(a)anthracene 470 470 ughg| FCSBO26 m NA 470 NA ‘820 c YES CPAH
50328 Banzo{a)pyrene a0 460 upkg FCSB026 " NA ) ‘90 NA 62 [ YES ASL, CPAH
205992 Benzo(b}lluoranthene 530 530 ug/kg FCSB026 n NA 530 NA 620 c YES CPAH
191242 8enzo(g,h,i)perylens 260 J 260 J ughg! FCSBO26 " NA 260 NA 2,300.000"" N NO BSL
205992 Benzo(k)ihioranthene 450 450 voig FCSees m NA 450 NA 6.200 c YES CPAH
218019 Chrysene 500 500 ughg FCSB026 " NA 500 NA 62,000 Cc YES CPAH
84662 Diethyl Phthalale 1,200 1,200 up/kg FCSBO26 mn NA 1,200 NA 4,900.000. N NO BSL
206440 Fhw}unlheno 1,100 1,100 ~ ugkg FCSB026 n NA 1,100 NA 230.000 N NO :2:18
183395 Ingeno(1,2,3-c d)pyrens 260 J 260 J upig FCSB026 \ 4] NA 260 NA 620 (o YES CPAH
85018 Phenanthrene 550 . 550 ugkg FCSB026 m NA 550 NA 2,000,000 N NO BSL
125000 Pyrene 720 ' 720 ugkg | FCSBO26 n NA 720 NA 230000 N NO BSL
11096825 PCB-1260 {Aracior 1260) 14 J 14 J ughg| FCSBO26 " NA 14 NA 220 [ NO 8sL
**The Florida Soil Cleanup Targel Leve! (SCTL) was used.
{n Minimurvmaximum delected concentration. Delinitions: /A = Not Applicable

. Feyion 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential vajues equal ta g carcinogeic risk ot 10-6

EPA Reglon IV does nol use compasisons 1o ARAR/TBC valus to scieen COPCs. However, potem}a ARAR/TBC values are presented

(t4] Background Goncenlrations are not baing used for this evalation.
3
or a hazard quotient of 0.1
(@)
in.the temedial goal option seclion, as appropriats.
{5) Rationals Codes  Selsction Reason:

Deletion Reason:

nt, o o but ;

.

q

- Frequeni Datection (FO)

Toxicity information Available (TX}
Abova Screening Leveis (ASL)

ly (HIST)

Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH)

Infrequent Detection (IFD)
Background Levels (BXG)
No Toxicity Intormafion (NTX)
Essentia) Nutrient (NUT)
Below Screaning Level (BSL)

ND = Not Datecled
SQL » Sample Quaniitation Limit

COPC = Chenical of Potential Concem

ARAR/TBC = Appli or Rel and Appropriate Requi /To Be Considered

J = Estimated Value .

n = Presumplive evidence of material

C = Carcinogenic

N = Non-Carcinogenic

W » Water @z

NF = Nonlood

F « Food
\O
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w
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. TABLE 2.2 (Continued) .
LA OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
e " JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
T 5TH AND CLEVELAND
Ti C vture
Medium; Subsurface Sold
Xp Medi S Soil E
Exposure Point: Emmelt Reed Cortvrunity Center
] ] | I |
CAS Chemical m mim Units|  Loeatl Range of || Conceniration (2) ) | Potential | Potentiasl [COPC| Rallonate for (4
Number Minimum Minimum Maximum Qualifier of Maxl Fi Dy | Used for Backyg S g | ARARTEC | ARAR/TBC | Flag Contaminant
Conceniration | Quelifter | Concentrstlon | - Concentration Limits s:ree'nlng Value Toxicity Velue Value Source Deletion
or Selagtion
7420905 Auminum - 1,600 4,500 mykg| FCSBO26 PY) NA 4.900 NA 7,600 N NO BSL
7440360 Antimony 17’ J 17 J  |moxg] FCsBo26 1”2 0.6 17 NA 3t N YES ASL
7440362 Argenic 069 ] 20 mgxg| FCSBO26 22 NA 20 Na 0.39 [ YES ASL
7440393 Bartum 19 J 1100 momg!  FCSBOZ26 22 NA 1,100 ‘NA 110 N YES ASL
7440417 Berylium 0.28 J 028 J  |mong| FcsBo2s ] 0.07 028 NA 15 N NO BsL
7440439 Cadmium 4 4 mp/kg FCSB026 1[4 0.1t 4 NA 37 N YES ASL
7440702 Calcium - 710 J 20,000 mg/kg] FCSBO26 22 NA 20,000 NA NA NO NUT
18540299 Chromium, Total 25 38 moxg| FCSBOZG 2r NA k] NA 23 c YES AsL
7440404 Coban 45 J 45 J mg/kg FCSB026 ] 023 45 NA 470 N NO BsL
7440508 Copper 73 670 mokg| FCSBO26 2r NA 670 NA 110* N YES ASL
5125 Cyanide 0.92 4 0.92 J mo/kg FCSB026 12 061 0.92 NA 30 N NO B8sL
7439896 Iron 1,800 59,000 mg/kg FCSBo2s 22 NA 59.000 NA 2,300 N YES ASL
7439921 tead 18 3,200 J  |moxg| FCSBoZ6 21 15.44 3.200 A 0d- N YES ASL
7439954 Magnesium 67 4 880 ¢ |mong| Fésmozs br] NA 980 NA NA NO Nut
7435965 Mangansse " 820 mo/kg FCSB026 xR NA 820 " NA . 180 N YES ASL
7439976 lgury 0.038 J 1.3 mo/kg FCSB026 22 NA 1.3 NA 23 N NO 8S5L
**The Florida Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
m Minims d Definilions* N/A = Not Applicable
(V] Backgrount concentrations are not being used for this evaluation. . ND = Mot Detecled
3) Region 9 Preliminary Aemediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residental values equal 10 a carcinogenic risk of 10-8 SOL = Sample Quantilation Limit
» or a harant quotien of 0 1 . COPC = Chenmical of Poteniial Concem
{4) EPA Reglon IV does nol use comparisons 1o ARARVTBC value to screen COPCS. However, potential ARAR/TBC values are presented ARAR/TBC » Appli or Ael and Approp RAequiremenyTo Be Considered
in the remedial goal option section, as appropriate. ' J = Estimated Value
{5 Rationale Codes  Selection Reason: Inreq; Delection but A: ialed Historically (HIST) nep pli b of
Frequent Detection (FD) C = Carcinogenic
! Toxicity Information Avatable (TX) N = Non-Carzinogenic
Abave Screening Levels (ASL) W = Waler o
Carcinogenic PAHs evalualed as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonlood
F a Food

Delgtion Reason.; Infrequent Delection (IFD)
Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxicily informalion (NTX)
Essential Nutrient (NUT)

Below Scresning Level (BSL)

.6
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TABLE 2.2 (Continued)
OCCUHRENCE DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
STH AND CLEVELAND
Scenario Timel Ci Future )
Medium: Subsurtace Sod
t & Mot Suh Soil ) ';. .
{Exposure Point: Emmet Reed Comwmunity Center R
o I i 1 ] I
CAS Chemica! (1 (U unie | 1L Detectl Renga of || Concentraiion (2 ) | Potenit P corc| R tor (4
Number Minimum Minimum Maximum. | Qualitler of Max! Freq y| D ) Used for Background Screening | ARAR/TBC | ARARTBC Flag Conlaminant
Concentration | Quallfier | Concentration Conceniration Limits Screening Value Toxieity Value Value Souree Delation
. : or Selection
7440020 . | Nickel 09 J 21 mokg{ FCSB026 22 NA 21 NA 110 N NO BsL
7440097 Polassium 28 J 680 J mo/kg FCSB026 2R NA 580 NA NA . NO NUT
7440224 Siver kX ] J6 ) mo/kg FCsB026 17 023 a6 NA 39 N NO ASL
7440235 Sodium 86 J 610 J mo’kg FCSB026 22 NA 610 NA - NA NO NUT
1440622 Vanadivm 5 J 12 mokg| FCSBO26 22 NA 12 NA 15 N NO BsL
7440668 Zinc 40 2,200 J mg/kg FCSB026 2 NA 2,200 NA 2,300 N NO BSL
1746016 23,7.8-TCDD (TEQ) 7 27 nw‘m £CSB026 11 NA 27 NA kX [+ YES ASL
. **The Fiorida Soil Cleanup Terge Lexek(SCTL) was used.
(U] Minim detected Delinitions, N/A = Not Applicabla
2 Background concentrations are not baing used for this evaluation, ND = Not Delected
)] Region 8 Prallmmary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, resiantial values equal 13 a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 SQL » Sample Quantitation Limit
or a hazard quotient of 0.1 . COPC = Chemical of Polential Concem
(4) EPA Region IV does not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC value 1o screen COPCs, Howevar, polsntial ARAR/TBC values are presented ARAR/TBC = Appii or Rel ang P Requirement'To Be Considared
inthe remedial goal option section, as appropriate. Je Esumaled Valus
(5) Rationale Codes  Sefection Reason: infregt o] but i Historically (HIST) neP of
Erequeni Detection (FD} Cw= Calcmoqenic
Toxicily Information Availabie (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Levels (ASL) W = Watar
Carcinogenic PAHs avaluated as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonfood
F = Food
Defetion Reason: Intrequent Detection (IFD)
Background Lavels (BKG)
No Toxicity information {NTX)
Essential Nutriant (NUT)
: Below Sceaening Level (8SL)
U
0
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TABLE 2.3
OCCURRENCE DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH AND CLEVELAND
Scenario Timelrame: Current/Future
Medium: Surtace So
Expasure Madium: Surtace Soil
‘M—*————.—-———_ﬂhﬂ%
I [ . I
CAS Chemical ) {1)|Maximum| Units |  Location Delection | Rangsof || Conceniration (2) ) | potential | Potentiai |COPC| Rationate for (4
Number Minimum Minlmum Maximum Qualifier of Freq y| Detecll Used for ] S g | ARARTBC | ARARVTBC | Flag Contaminan!
Conceniration { Qualifter | Conceniration Concentrstion Limiis Screening - Value Toxichty Valua Value Source Deletion
- or Selaction
Toluene 2 J c2 J ugkg CLSS04 14 1" 2 NA 52,000 N NO st
2-Mathyinaphthalene 99 J 89 J upkg| FCSBO43 . 340 - 370 99 NA 5600(6) N ‘NO asL
Acenaphthens 38 J 270 J upkg! FCSBO43 n 340- 370 270 NA 370,000 N NO BsL
Acenaphihylene 52 J 480 up/kg FCSBO43 57 340 - 350 480 NA 1,100,000 N NO BSL
120127 | Anthracene 66 J 1,000 ug/kg FCSBO43 &7 340 1,000 NA 2200000 N NO BSL
56553 | Benzo{a)anthracene 160 3 3,200 ugkg FCSB043 m NA 3,200 NA 620 c YES ASL
50328 Banzn(a)vymna 110 3,000 up/kg FCSBO43 mn NA 3.000 NA 62 c YES ASL
205992 b and/or k 270 J 1.700 ug/kg CLSS03 4/4 NA 1,700 NA . 620 c YES ASL
205992 | Bsnzo(b)ﬂuoﬂnlhm -190 J 4,100 uphg FCS8043 n NA 4,100 NA 620 c YES ASL
Benzo(g.hj)perylena 150 J 1,400 upig| FCSBO4I m NA 1,400 NA 2,300,000 N NO BsL
205992 | Benzo(k)fuoranthena 180 J 1,900 ugkg| FCSBO43 33 NA 1,900 NA £,200 YES CPAH
117817 | Bis(2-ethy) hexyf)phihalate 390 1,100 ug/kg " cLSS02 k74 340 - 370 1,100 NA 35,000 C NO 8sL
Carbazole 39 3 . 460 vy FCSB043 57 340 - 350 460 NA 24,000 [# NO BSL
218013 | Chrysens 200 J 3.200 [T FCSB043 mn NA 3.200 NA 62,000 c YES CPAH
53703 | Dizenzo(a,h)anthracene 69 J 570 ugkg FCSB043 &7 350 570 NA 62 c YES ASL
’ Dibanzoluran’ 130 J 130 J ughg| FCSBO43 n 340- 370 130 NA 29,000 N NO BSL
206440 | Fluoranthens 120 J 10,000 upkg| FCSBO43 m NA 10,000 NA 230000 - N NO e8sL
Fluarens k2 J 57 J ugkg CLSS02 n 340 - 370 57 NA 260,000 N NO BSL
103395 | Indeno{t,2,3-cd)pyrene 130 J 1,200 uphg | . FCSBOA3 m NA 1,200 NA 620 c YES CPAH
Naphthalene 45 J 130 J ukn FCSB043 27 340370 130 NA 5,600 N NO ast
"*The Flerida Soif Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
() Mink Dafinitions: N/A = Not Appiicabls
{2} Background concentrations are nol being used for this avalualion, ND = Not Detected
(3)  Aagion 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) Nwmv 2000, residential values equal 1o a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 NE = Not Established
or a hazard quotient of 0.1 SQL « Sample Quanitation Umit
(4)  EPA Region IV does not use comparisons lo AH.AHIT‘BC valug 0 screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TEC values are presented COPC = Chernical of Potentiat Concem
in the remedial goal oplion section, as appropriate. ARARTBC k o F and Approp Requi /To Be Consi
(5) Pationate Codes  Selection Reason: Intrecuen e but Historically (HIST) J = Estimaled Valus
. C genic PAHs Evaluated as a Group (CPAH) n = Prasumptive evidence of ralerial
Frequent Da!ec'ion (FO) C = Carcinogenic (Oa)
Toxicity information Available (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Levels (ASL) W = Water O
Carginogenic PAHS evaluated as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonfood i
. F = Food
Deletion Reason: Infrequant Detection {IFD) ¢ = Conlirmed via gas chromairography/mass speclfoscopy
Background Levels (BKG) .
No Toxiclly Information (NTX) —
Essential Nutdent (NUT) 2
Beiow Screening Level (BSL) s N
(6} g value for nap used. o




TABLE 2.3 (Continued)

OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
S5TH AND CLEVELAND
Scenario Timelrame: CurrenvFuture
|Medium: Surface Soll
Exposure Mediunt Surface Soit
|Exposure Poinl: “The Park - Emmelt Reed
: » ! [ [ 1] ]
CAS Chemical ) . (1)) Maximum) Untts | Location Detection [ Range ot [ Concentration (2) ) | potentisl | Potential |COPC] Ratlonate for (4]
Number Mint Mint M Qualitier | of Max! Frequency | Detect! Used for Beckg d S Ing | ARARTBC | ARARVTRC | Flag Contaminant
| Concentration | Quaetlitier | Concentration Concentration Limits Screening Vafue Toxleity Vatue Velue Source Delotion
. or Selsction
85018 | Phenanthrens 170 J 3400 ughg! FCSBO4A3 n NA 3400 NA 2,000,000°¢ N T nO BSL
125000 | Pyrene 2928 J 4,600 ugkg! FCSB043 m NA 4,600 NA 230,000 N NO BsL
Alpha-Chiordane 3 3 upg FCSBO4S wr 18-69 4 NA 1,600 c NO BSL
- 60574 Oieltrin 29 J 29 4 ughg FCSBO045 " 34.180 29 NA 30 c ) NO BSL
72208 | Enddin 63 6.5 upg FCSB045 177 34-180 65 NA 1,800 N NO B8SL
72559 - | p,p-00E 23 J K] J uphg| FCSBO4S 3 175 - 180 23 NA 1,700 [+} NO BSL
50293 |p,p-DDT 1 14 ughg| FCSBO4S 3 175 - 180 14 NA 1,700 c NO BSL
11096825 | PCB-1260 (Aroclor 1260) a7 720 up/kg FCSBO4) 4an 50-110 720 NA 220 C YES ASL
**The Florida Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used. Y »
(1) Min ' Definitions VA = Not Appiicable
(2) Background conceniralions are not being used tor this evaluation. ND = Not Detectad
(3) Region 8 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) Novemnber 2000, residental valuss equal (o a carcinogendc dsk of 10-5 "NE = Nol Estabiished
or @ hazasd quolient of 0.1 . SQL = Sample Quantitalion Lirnil
(4) EPA Region IV does not use comparisons to ARAFVTBC value 10 screen COPCs. However, potential ARARVTBC values are presented | COPC = Chemical of Polential Concern
in ihe remedial goal oplion seclion, as appropriate. . ) ’ ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relavant and Appropriate Requi /To Be Consid
{5) Rationale Codes Selection Reason: Infreguent O but lated Hi Ity (HIST) J = Eslimaled Yalva
Carcinoganic PAHs Evalualed as a Group (CPAN) neP F L of
Frequent Detection (FD) C = Carcinogenic
Toxicily Information Avaitable (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Levets (ASL) W » Water
Carcinogenic PAHs evalualed as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonlood
. . F=Food .
Deletion Reason: Infrequent Detection {iFD) ¢ = Confirmed via gas Qraphy/m
P Background Levels (BKG) :
- - "' No Toxicity intormalion (NTX) >
' . Essential Nutrieni (NUT)
Balow Screening Lavel (BSL)
o
(61 S ing value lor napt used.
, O

i
Yo

~
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’ TABLE 2.3 (Continued) ,
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
. JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
: 5TH AND CLEVELAND
T C uture .
Medium: Surface Soil
. lexposure Medm: Surtace Soil
II Exposura Point: The Park - Emmelt Reed
I ] | { ] I I
cas Chemical (O] (1) Maximum| Units | Location Detection | Rangeof || Concentration @) (3} | Potential | Potentiat |[COPC| Ratlonste for. {4
Numbar Min! Minl Max! Quslifier of Max! Freg y| Detecti * Usedfor Backy d s 9 | ARARTBC | ARARTTBG | Flag Conteminant
Concentration | Qualifier | Concentration Congenliration Limits Screening Valus Toxlcity Velue Value Sourcs Deletion
or Selaction
7429905 | Aluminum 1,200 . 5,300 ‘Imghg| FCSBO43 (%) NA 5,300 NA 7,600 N NO ast
7440360 | Antimony 1.1 J 910 mo/g CLSS04 a8 054-3 910 NA at N YES ASL
7440382 | Arsenic 12 J 20 mokg FCSB043 78 3 20 NA 0.39 c YES ASL
7440393 |Barium 325 J 550 J mgkg! FCSBO4D 3 " NA 550 NA 1o N YES ASL
7440417 | Benflium 0073 J 02 J moMg FCSBOA3 478 0.20-0.22 0.2 NA 15 N NO asL
7440439 | Cadmivm 0.61 J 49 mokg| FCSB0& %] NA 49 NA 37 N YES ASL
. Caklum 3,000 40,000 mgkp| . CLSSOR a8 NA 40,000 NA NA NO NUT
18540299 | Chromium 5 J 28 Tengkg! FCSBO43 a8 NA 28 NA 23 N YES ASL
‘7440484 | Cobal 0.59 J 35 J T mga FCSB8043- o8 NA a5 - NA 470 N NO BSsL
7440508 | Copper i J 440 mo/kg FCSBO43 2] NA 440 NA 110* N YES ASL
7439896 |iron 3.200 32,500 mokg FCSBO54 - 88 NA 32,500 NA 2,300 N 1 ves ASL
7439921 |Lead 350 6,000 mokg CLES04 1212 NA 6,000 NA 400 N YES "ASL
7439954 | Magnesium 3% 1,200 mykg CLSS02 88 NA 1,200 NA NA ’ NO NUT
7439965 |Manganese 44 310, mo/kg FCS5B043 &8 NA 3 NA 180 N YES ASL
7439976 | Mercury 0.069 J 0.42 J mgkg} FCSBO43 68 0.10-0.1¢ 1042 A 23 N NO BSL
**The Florida Soll Cleanup Tasget Lavet (SCTL) was used.
O] Mink " q4 . Defwutions: N/A = Not Applicable
{2) Backgroynd concentrations are nol being used for this evaluation. ND = Not Delecled
(3) Region @ Prefiminary Remediation Goals (PRGS) Novembar 2000, residantial values equal 10 a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 ’ NE » Not Estabiished
or 3 hazard quotiem of 0.1 : ™. SOL = Sampie Quantitaion Limit
(4) EPA Region IV does not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC value 10 screen COPCs. However, potential ARARVTBC values are presenied ? COPC « Chemical of Potential Concem
in the remedial goal option section, 88 approprate. ) ARAR/TEC = Applicable of Relsvant and Approprials Requirement’To B Consi
{5) Ratlonale Codes Selection Reason: quent D bul Assoclated Historically (HIST) J = Estimaled Value
Carcinogenic PAHS € d as a Group (CPAMH) n=P i ich of rial
Frequent Delection (FD) C = Carcinogenic
Tonicity information Available (TX) N = Non-Carcinopenic o
Above Scresning Lavels (ASL) W = Water
Carcinogenic PAHs svalualed as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonfood
F = Food O
Oeletion Reason: Inlraquent Detection (IFD) ¢ = Confi via gas graphy X Py
Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxicity Information (NTX)
Essenlial Nurtent (NUT) _
Below Screening Level (BSL) €.
. N
(6) S ing value lor naphthalgne used. —




TABLE 2.3 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH AND CLEVELAND
Scenario Timeframe: Current/Future
Medium Surface Soif
{{Exposure Medium: Surface Soll
Exposura Point: The Park - Emmett Reed
I [ ] | | ]
CAS ) Chemical ) ) m Units | Locatl [ Range of || Concentration (2 (3 ] potential | Potential |COPC| Rstionale tor (41
Number Minimum Minimum Maximum Quulifter of Maxt Freq) O ¥ Used for Backg! d S 9 | ARAR/TBC| ARAR/TBC | Flag Contaminant
. Concentration Qualitier Concenlration Concentration Limils Screening Value Toxlcity Value Value. Source Daietion
) or Selsction
7440020 | Nickel 3 J 19 . mokp FCSBO4I a8 NA 19 NA 110" N NO a8st
7440097 |Potasshum . . 95 610 J mphg FCSBO43 &8 NA 610 NA NA NO NUT
7440224 |[Siver 0.44 J 4. : momg| FCSB043 "8 0.205 4 NA 39 N NO BSL
7440235 | Sodium LLE I 680 J |mongl FCsBOM3 ] 130 680 NA NA NO NUT -
7440622 { Vanadium 6.8 4 12 mong Elégssgzd:: 88 NA 12 NA 150 N NO BSL
7440668 | Zinc ’ 140 J 1,300 J mykg| FCSBO43 &8 NA 1,300 NA 2,300 N NO a8st
1746016 ]2.3,7.8-TCDD (TEQ) 2 J 41 no/g CLSS10 1 NA 41 L NA as c YES ASL
**The Florida Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used. \
{t A i detectod . Detinitions; N/A = Not Applicable
(2) Background conceniralions are nol being used for this evaluation, ND = Not Delecled ’
(3) Regon 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, resivential values equal 10 a carcinogenic fisk of 10-6 NE = Noi Established
or a hazard quotient of 0.1 o SOL = Sampla Quantitation Limit
(4) EPA Regon IV does not use comparisons 10 ARAR/TBC vakie (0 screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TEC values are presented COPG = Chemical of Polential Concern -
in the ramedia) goal option section, as appropriate. ARARVTEC = Applicable ar Relevan and Approprale Requl WTo Be Considered
{5) 'Rationale Codes Selection Reason; Inlrequent D lon but Assocl, Hi y (HIST) J = Eslimaled Value
: Carcinogenic PAHs Evalualed as a Group {CPAH) n = Presumplive evidence of materlal
Fraquent Detection (FD) C a Carcinogenic
Toxicity information Avaitable (TX) N = Non-Cartinogenic
Above Screening Levels (ASL) W = Walter
Carcinogenic PAHs evalualed as a group (CPAH) . NF = Nontood
F = Food .
Deletion Reason: Infrequeni Detection (IFD) c=C via gas oraphy pe Py
Background Lavels (BKG) :
No Toxicity information (NTX)
Essential Nulient (NUT)
Below Screening Level (BSL)
o
{6) Screening value for naphthalene used.
\O
(o
) N
-
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.o "' . ) TABLE 24
. OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
' JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES ‘
5TH AND CLEVELAND
S io T C fFulure
|Medium Subsuriace Soil
Exposura Medium; - " Subsurface Sol
Egum Paint: The Park - Enwnelt Reed
] [ I ] ] ] J
CAS Chemical ) ) m Units|  Locatl Dy Range of || Concentration (2) (9 | Potentiat | Potential [COPC| Rationste for (4
Number 1l M Qualifier of Mext Freg: y| O ) Used tor Background Screening | ARARTBC | ARARTBC | Flag Contaminant
: .| Concantration| Quallfier | Concentration Concentration Limhs Screening Value Toxiclty Velue Valve Source . Deletion
. or Seleclion
Toluene 7 J 8 J upkg CLsB02 ¥4 112 8 NA $2,000 N NO 8sL
88062 2,4,6-Trichiorophenot 760 J 780 J ugkg CLSBO3 1w 340 -410 760 NA - 44,000 [ NO 85L
2-Melhyinaphthalene 160 J 160 J upkg| CLSBO3 - 7] 340 - 430 160 NA S600(6) N NO BSL
Acenaphthens 180 Y 180 J ugkg cLs8o3 8 340 - 410 180 NA 370,000 N NO asL
Acenaphthylene . 64 J 180 J up/kg CLSBOI 28 340 - 410 180 NA 1,100,000** N NO BSL
120127 | Anthracene 55 J 720 J upkg cLsseod 8 350 - 410 720 NA 2200000 N NO asL
56553 Benzofa)anthracens 50 J 1,800 uphkg | CLSBO3 8 350 - 410 1.900 NA 620 [+ YES ASL
50328 Benzo(a)pyrene 40 J 2,200 ugko CLSBO3 8 350 - 410 2,200 NA 62 [+ YES ASL
205992 | Benzo(b and/ot kjfluoranthens 4 4 2,000 3| ugkg CLSBO3 24 350- 410 2,000 NA 620 c YES ASL
205992 | Banzo(b)fuoranthene J 480 vo/kg FCSB042 Y4 © 350 480 NA ’ 620 c YES CPAH
Benzo(ghNperylans 40 J 2400 upkg CLSB0 Y} 350 - 410 2,400 NA 2,300,000 N NO est
205992 | Benzo{W)uoranthene 180 J 430 g | FCsSBOA3 V4 350 430 XA 6.200 c YES CPAH
Carbazcie 41 J 30 J uvg'kg CLs803 8 350 - 410 30 NA 24,000 c NO BSL
218019 {Chrysene 48 J 2,400 ug/kg CLSBO3 58 350 - 410 2,400 NA 62,000 Cc YES CPAH
53703 | Dizenzo(a,h)anthyacene 600 ) 800 upkg CLS803 8 340 - 410 800 NA 62 C YES ASL
Dibenzofuran . 160 J 160 J u CLSBO3 178 340 - 410 . 160 NA 29,000 N NO BSL
**The Florida Soil Claanup Tarpel Level (SCTL) was used.
() Minimunvmaxi d conc ! Dafinitions; NVA = Not Applicable
{2) - Background concentralions are not being used for this evaluation. ND = Not Detected \
(3) Reglon @ Préliminary Remedialion Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential values equai to a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 SOL = Sampie Quantilation Limit
or & hazard quotien! of 0.1 COPC = Charmical of Polsntial Concem
(4)  EPA Region IV does not use comgarisons to ARAR/TBC value 10 scieen COPCs. However, polential ARAR'TBC values are presented ARAFVTBC « Applicabla or Ralavan ang Appropriate Req fToBe C
" in the remedial goal option seclion, as appropriate. J a Estimated Valug
(5) Ralionale Codes Selection Reason: Infrequent Dx Hon but Associ Hi y (HIST) n = Presumgtive evidence of material
: Fraquant Detection {FD) C = Carcinpgenic
Toxicity information Avalable (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above SCreshing Levels (ASL) W = Waler (Oa
Carcinogenic PAHs evalualed as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonfood
F = Food \o
Detetion Reason: Infrequent Delection (IFD)
Background Levels (BKG) :
Na Toxicity Information (NTX)
Essential Nulrient (NUT)
Below Screening Level (BSL) fan®)]
(8) Screening value lor naphthalens used. -
’ (—Kj
T



TABLE 2.4 (Continued) -
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH AND CLEVELAND
|Scanasio Timetrame: Cutrant/Fiture A
Madium ' Subsurtace Sail '
|Exposura Madiunm: Subsurface Soil
% )
- 1
-CAS Chemlical (U] (W) Maxt Unite |  Loeatl Detectl Rangerof || Concentration o) 3 | potentiat | Potential |COPC| Rattonale tor 4
Number M Qualifler of U Freq y| O Used lor Background Screening | ARAR/TBC ARAR/TBC Fiag Contaminant
Concentmation | Qualifier | Concentration| Concentration . Limits Screening Value Toxicity Vslue Velue Source Deletion
. or Selection
84662 Diathyl Phthalate 1,600 1,600 ugkg FCSB042 8 340 - 760 1,600 NA 4,900,000 N NO BSL
84742 | Dl-n-Butyf Phthalate 49 J 760 J ugkg CLSBO3 8 350- 410 760 NA - 610,000 N NO BSL
206440 |Fiuoranihene 14 J 4,100 ugxg cLseos &8 350 - 410 4,700 NA 230,000 N NO BSL i
Fluorene 210 J 210 J ugkg CLSBOI /8 350- 410 210 NA 260,000 N NO BSL
77474 | Hexachiorocyclppeniadiens 760 J 760 J upkg CLSB03 18 340- 410 760 . NA 42,000 N NO BSL
193395  {indenofl .2.3-c.d]pluna. 150 J 1,700 ugikg CLSB03 48 350 - 410 1.700 NA 620 c YES ASL
Naphthatene St 240 J 240 J ug/kg CLSB03 13 0. 410 240 NA 5.600 N NO BSL
85018 | Phananthwens ° 100 4 2,100 ugkg CLSBOD 48 350 410 2,700 NA 2,000,000 N NO BSL
120000 | Pyrene - 66 J 3,900 Jughg| CLSBO3 (%} 350- 410 3,900 NA 230000 N NO BSL
Alpha-Chlordane 49 J 49 J ughg FCSB045 8 1.8-94 49 NA 1,600 C NO asL
Beta 8HC 1.8 J 21 upkg| FCSBOII 24 18-94 21 NA 320 [ NO asL
60571 Dieldrin t J 27 J ugkg FCSB045 28 35-190 27 NA 30 (o4 NO 8sL
Endrin 1.3 3 13 J ugkg FCSBO45 "8 34-190 1.3 NA 1.800 N NO BSL
Gamma-Chiorgane 12 12 ughg| FC58045 v 18-94 12 NA 1800  C NO BSL
1024573 | Heptachior Epoxide 0.28 J 0.28 J ugkg| FCSBO4S 18 18-94 028 NA 53 [ NO . Bst
11096825 | PCB-1260 {Aroclor 1260} 3 J 110 J upkg FCSB045 28 -4 110 NA 220 [} NO BSL
**The Florida Soil Claanup Target Lavel (SCTL) ‘was used.
{1)  Minimx, o . Delinitions: N/A = Not Applicable
{2) Background concentrations are not being used lor his evajuation, ND = Not Detected
{3 Region 8 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential values equal to a carcinoganic risk of 10-8 . SQL = Sampla Quanttation Limit
or @ hazard quotient of 0.1 ) COPC = Chemical of Potentia) Concern
{4)  EPA Region IV does not use comparisons to ARAR/TEC value lo screen COPCs. However, polential ARARVTBC values are presanted ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requl /To Be Consk ered
In the remedial goal option section, as appropriate. ' J » Estimated Value :
(5) Rationale Codes Selection Reason: Infrequent O ion but Associ Historically (HIST) n = Prosumplive evidence of material
’ FrequeM Deteclion (FD} C = Carcinogenic
Toxiclly tnformation Available (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Lavels (ASL) ' W = Waler
Carcinogenic PAHS evaluated as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonfood
: F » Food (GA]
Datetion Reason: Iniraquent Detection (IFD)
Background Lavals (BKG) O
No Toxicity Information (NTX)
Essantial Nutrignt (NUT)
: . Balow Scresning Level (BSL)
(6) S 0 value for napt used. ‘

ele




TABLE 2.4 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMlCALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH AND CLEVELAND
o et = ohare
Medium: Subsurface Soi
Exposure Medium: Subsurface Soil
Exposure Point: The Park - Emmelt Reed
_ | I |
CAS Chemical M) 1) units | L Range ol || Concenirstion ) 3) | Potential | Potantist |COPC| Rationate tor (4
Number Minimum Minimum Maximum Qualifier of Maxi q [+, I Used tor Backg S | ARAR/TBC | ARAR/TBC | Flag Contaminant
Concentrution Qualitier Concentration Concantration Limits Screening Value Toxicity Value Value Source Oeletion
) or Seleclion
7429905 | Auminum 160 8,000 mg/kg FCSB042 <110 NA 8.000 NA 7,600 N YES ASL
7440360 | Antimony 53 . 4 12 J mgkg! FCSBO42 ane 046-4 12 NA kA N YES ASL
7440082 | Arsenic 55 48 mo/kg FCSB054 510 044-15 46 NA 0.39 C YES ASL
7440393 | Barium 4«7 J 740 ) mog|  FCSB042 110 NA 740 NA 110" N YES ASL
7440417 |Berylllum | 0.12 J 017 J moig| FCS8042, 045 10 0.055-0.25 0.7 NA 15 N NO BSL
7440438 | Cadmium 0.34 4 9 mg/kg FCSBOS4 610 0.084 . 0.25 9 . NA a7 N YES ASL
) Cakclum 980 J 37,000 J  [mghgl- FCSBOMZ 10110 NA 37,000 NA NA NO NUT
18540299 | Chromium, Total 0.83 J “ mokg| FCSBO42 1010 NA 4 NA 22 c YES ASL
7440484 | Coball 029 J 9.2 J  |mgxg| FeCsBos2 @10 018-1 9.2 NA 470 N NO BSL
' 7440508 | Copper ag J 1,000 mgkg| FCSBOSS 1010 NA 1,000 NA 110" N YES ASL
57125 | Cyanide 0.53 J [X-14 J mgkg| FCSBO42 04 0.48-064 oer NA 30" N NO BSL
7438898 |[tron 140 75,000 mokg FCSBO42 10/10 NA 75,000 NA - 2,300 N YES ASL
7439921 |lead 19 2,800 mokg| FCSBOIM 1112 a7 2,800 NA 400 N YES ASL
7439954 | Magnesium N J 1.600 mg/kg FCSB042 810 $0-110 1,600 NA NA NO NUT
7433965 | Manganese 35 730 mokg| FCSBO42 1010 NA T 130 NA 180 N YES ASL
7439978 _| Mercury 0.015 J 11 J FCSBO4S mo 0.11-0.12 11 NA 23 N NO asL
*The Fiorida Sol Cleanup Targel Level (SCTL) was used,
(1) Mini ymax) o allon. - Detinitions: N/A = Not Applicable
(&) Background concantralions are not being used for tis evalualion. NO = Mot Detected
{3) . Regiong9 Pmlumwy Remediation Goals (PRGs) Novermber 2000, residantial values equal to a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 SOL = Sample Ouantitation Limit
of  hazard quolent of 0.1 . COPC = Chamical of Potenlial Concem
(4)  EPA Ragion IV does not uss comparisons io ARAR/TBC valus (0 screen COPCs. However, polenllal ARAR/TBC values are presented ARAR/TBC = Applicabie or Relavant and Approp Requi /To Be C
in lho remedial goal option section, as uppmpnal- J= Elllmalnd Value
(5) Ratonale Codas Seisction Reason: frequent D but y (HIST) n=p L ol it
Fraquent Detection (FO). C= Carcmogomc
Toxicily informalion Available (TX) N « Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Levels (ASL) W = Water
Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH) NF = Nontood m
F « Food
Delation Reason: intrequent Datection (iFD)

6 S

9 value for

used.

Background Levels (BKG)
No Tonicity Information (NTX)
Essentia) Nutrient (NUT)
Below Screening Level (BSL)
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TABLE 2.4 (Comlnuod)
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH AND CLEVELAND
Scenario Timelrame: CurrentFuture
Medium: Subsurface Soil
Exposure Medivm: Subsurtace Soil
Exposure Poinl; The Park - Emmett Reed
) | | | i [ ] ]
CAS Chemieal (V) (1) units] 1 Detect) Range of || Concentration () 3| potentnl | Potenttsi |COPC| Retionale tor (4
Number Minimum Minlmum Maximum Qualifier of Maxi Freg yi D ! Used for Background {  Screening | ARAR/TBC | ARAR/TBC | Fiag Conteminant
. Conceniration | Oualifler | Coneentration Concentration LUimits Screening Value Toxicity Value Value Source ’ Deletion
[ - or Selection
7440020 | Nicked 9T 1.1 J 45 mo/kg FCSBO42 mo 0.20-1 .45 NA 110* N NO BsL
7440097 | Potassium ' . k1] J 840 J kg FCSB0O42 10 30-50 940 NA NA NO NUT
7440224 | Siver -0.23 ’ J 7.2 moxg FCSB042 &10 018-025 72 NA 39 ‘N NO asi
7440235 | Sodium 120 v 1,400 . mong| FesBosz 610 47.230 1,400 NA NA NO NUT
7440622 | vanadium 085 J " mo/kg FCSB0O42 8o - 0.63 " NA 15 N NO 8st
7440666 | Zinc 68 J 2,800 J  |mong| FCsBOS .| 10n0 NA 2,600 NA 2,300 N YES AsL
*“The Florida Soil Cleanup Tasgel Lovel (SCTL) was used.
(1) Mini imum g ! Definitions: N/A = Not Appiicable
{2) Background cancenirations are not being used lor this evaluation. ) ND = Not Detected
(3  Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goats (PRGs) November 2000, residential values equal 10 a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 SOL = Sampte Quantitation Umit
or a hazard quotien of 0.1 ) ) COPC = Chemical of Polential Concemn
{4) EPA Region IV does not use comparisons 10 ARAR/TBC value to screen COPCs. Homev-r potential ARAR/TBC values are presented ARARVTBC = Applicable or Relgvant and Appropriate R /To Bo Consi
in the remedial goal option section, as appropriale, J = Estimated Value
{5) Rationala Codas Selection Reason: g >, but i Hit y (HIST) n=p P! i e of
Frequent Delection (FD) C = Carcinogenic -
Tonicity information Avaitable (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Abave Screening L.ovels (ASL) W = Water
Carcinogenic PAHs avalualed as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonfood
. F = Food
Dalotion Reason: Infrequent Detaction (IFD)
: Background Levels (BXG)
No Toxicity infarmation (NTX)
Essential Nutrient (NUT)
. . Below Screening Level (BSL)
{6) Scimening value 1or naphthalene used. : o
\O .
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TABLE 25

OCCURRENCE DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES

No Toxicity information (NTX)
Essential Nutrent (NUT)
Below Screening Lavel (BSL)

5TH AND CLEVELAND
Scenario Timelrame: CumrenVFutyre
Medium: Surtace Sait
Exposure Medium: Surtace Soil
Exposucs Point: Apattment Oaf{gg_
, I | T ] T i j
CAS Chemicsl m (1)) Maxl Unite | * Locall Detect) Range of || Concentration @ ()| Potentia) | Potential {COPC| Ratlonale for (4
Number Minlmum Minlmum Maximum Qualifler of Maximum | Frequency { Detection Used lor Backg d S ing | ARARTBC | ARAR/TBC { Flag Contaminant
Concentration | Quaslifier | Concentration Concentration Limite Screening Vslue Toxicity Value | Value Source Deletlon
‘ or Selection
56553 | Benzo{ajanihracene . 160 J 160 J upkg| FCSBO4S 14 350- 370 160 NA 620 c YES CPAH
50320 Benzo{a)pyrens 170 Jd 170 J ugkg FCSBO4S 174 350 - 370 170 NA a2 c YES ASL
205992 | Benzo(b)luoranihens 180 J 180 J ughg| FCSBO4S 1/4 350 - 370 180 NA ‘620 [+] YES CPAH
Benzo{g.hJ)peryiena 28 J 160 J ughkg| FCSBO4S 4 arn 160 NA 2,300,000 N NO asL
205992 | Benzo(k)iuoranthene 180 J 180 J ugho FCSBO4S | WA - 350 - 370 180 NA 62,000 (o] . YES CPAH
117617 | Bis(2-ethyl haxyljphihalate 120 J 120 J upkg| FCSB020 Ve . 1.120-370 120 NA 35,000 c NO BSL
218019 | Chrysene 200 J 200 3 ughg | FCsBO4S va \!So - 310 200 NA 62000 C YES CPAH
§3703 | Dizenzoa,h)anthracene 69 J 69 J upkg| FCSBOAS V4 *350 - 370 69 NA 82 c YES ASL
208440 | Fworanihene 350 350 ugkg FCSB04S 14 350 - 370 350 NA 230,000 N NO asL
103395 | Indenco(3 .2,3-cd)pyrens 130 J 130 J ughg FCSBO45 - 14 350 - 370 130 NA 620 [+ YES CPAH
285018 Phenanthrene 170 J 170 uglkg FCS8045 14 350 - 370 170 NA 2,000,000 N NO BSL
129000 | Pyrene . 340 40 upkg FCSBO45 174 350 - 370 40 NA 230,000 N NO BStL
Alpha-Chiprdane 0.7 3 ugkg| FCSBO4S s NA 3 NA 1,600 c NO BSL
60571 | Dieidrin 0.59 J 29 J ugkg| FCSBO4S | 4 a7 29 NA 30 c NO Bst.
72208 | Endrin €5 6.5 uykg FCSBO4S 14 35-37 6.5 NA 1,800 N NO BSL
Gamma-Chiordans 055 J X ] uphg FCSB0YS 4 17 38 NA 1,600 c NO asL
72559 pp-DDE 0g8 J 23 J ugko FCSBO45 24 35-37 23 ‘NA 1,700 c NO BSL
50293 |[pp-DDT 054 J 14 vgkg| FCSBO4S Va4 35 14 NA 1700 C NO 8sL
11096825 | PCB-1260 (Aroctor 1260) 290 J 290 J upkg | FCSBO4S 1/4 35-37 280 NA 220 c YES ASL
*The Florida Soi Cleanup Targat Level (SCTL) was usad,
i ! D . Definitions: N/A = Not Applicable
2) Background cmnvmms ar('nol being used lor this evajuation. ND = Not Detecled
(3) Region 9 Preliminary Ramodlanon Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential values aqual lo a carcinogenic risk of,10-8 NE » Not Established
or a hazard quotient of 0.1 SOL = Sample Quaniitation Lmll
(4)  EPA Region IV does not use comparisons 10 ARAR/TEC value 10 screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC va!ues e presented COPC = Chemical of Polential Concem
in the remedial goal option section; as appropriale. ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and N)plopnale Req; /To Be Consi
(5) Rationale Codes  Seteclion Reason: Inlrequent Detection but Assoclated H y (HIST) J = Eslimated Value
. b Carcinogenic PAHs Evaluated as a Group (CPAH) n=p ive evidence of
Fraquent Detection (FD) Ce Carchooemc U-‘
Touicity Information Available {TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Lavals (ASL) W = Waler
Carcinogenic PAHs evalualed as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonlood \O
F = Food -
Deletion Reason: . Infrequent Detection (IFD) ¢ = Confirmed via gas chromatrography/ spectrascopy
Background Levels (BKG)




TABLE 2.5 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
' JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH AND CLEVELAND
Scenario Timelrame: CurrenVFuture
Madiurmc Surface Soil
Exposure Medium: Surtace Soll
|Expasure Point; Apartment Complex®
. " | 1 | J
CAS Chemfcat [t} : (1)|m Units | 1 ) " Range of || Concentration (2), )| potenual | potentiai |COPC| Rationale for {4
Number Minimum Minimum Maximum Qualifler of Freq D Used tor Background Screening | ARAR/TBC | ARAR/TBC | Flag Contaminant
' [+ Q C Concentralion Limits Screening Value Toxicity Valus Value Source Detation
N or Seleclion
7429905 | Alurninum 1,100 3,000 mokg| FCSBO0 &6 NA 3,000 NA 7.600 N NO BSL
7440380 | Animony 0.59 Jd 1.4 J mgkg| FCSBOMS 28 0.48 - 0.56 11 NA at N NO BsL
7440382 | Amsenic 12 J 1.7 J mg/kg FCSBO1S /8 0.5.’? -1 1.7 NA 1 099 4 YES ASL
‘7440393 | Badum 15 J 5 mg/kg FCSBO4S o8 NA %5 NA 110* N NO esL ¢
7440417 | Beryflium 0.073 J 0.086 J mg/Xg FCSB110 4/8 0.097-0.12 0086 NA 15 N NO BsL
7440439 | Cadmium 0.14 J 0.94 J mgxg FCSB045 5/6 0.083 094 NA 3.7 N NO BSL
Cajlctum -~ 3,000 38,000 moxg| FCSBO4S (] NA 36,000 NA NA NO NUT
18540299 | Chrornium, Total 28 J 10 mgg FCSBOR0 &6 NA 10 NA 23 N NO asL
7440464 | Cobait 025 ] 0.67 J moykg| FCSB020 66 NA 067 NA 470 N NO BsL
7440508 | Copper 52 38 mgkg| FCSBOAS o6 NA a8 NA 110" N NO BsL
7439836 |lron 2,000 J . 4900 mg/kg FCSBO4S 6% NA 4.900 NA 2,300 N YES ASL
7439921 |Lead 19 : 510 J mo/kg FCSBO45 12114 - 4143 510 NA. 400 N YES ASL
7439954 | Magnesium 180 J 910 J mykg FCSBO4S &6 NA 910 NA N/A NO NUT
7439965 |Manganese 15 62 mokg| FCSBO4S &6 NA 62 NA 180 N NO BsL
7439378 | Mercury 0.038 J 0.096 J mo/kg FCSBI10 478 0.031 - 0.035 0.098 N/A 23 N NO BStL
*The Florida Sail Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) ‘was used.
m con X Delinitions: A = Not Applicable
(2) Background concentralions are not being used for this evaluation. ND = Not Detectod
(3) Region 8 Preliminary Aemediation Goals (PRGs) Novernber 2000, residential values equal 10 a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 NE = Not Established
ot a hazard quotient of 0.1 ' SQL = Sampls Quantitation Limit
(4)  EPA Region IV does not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC value 16 screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC values are presented COPC = Chemical of Potential Concerrt
. inthe remadial goal oplion section, as appropriate. ARAR/TBC = Ap ' of Ral and App Reg /To Be Considered
(5) Rationals Codes Sslection Reason: : - Infreq D jon but A 1 Hislorh (HIST) J = Eslimaled Value
. Carcinogenic PAHs Evalualed as a Group (CPAH) n=p Pl of
Freguenl Detection (FD) C a Carcinogenic
Toxicity infoanation Availabie (TX) N & Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Leve!s (ASL) . Y W o Waler w
Carcinoganic PAHs gvalualed as a group (CPAH) . NF = Nonfood
o F « Food
Delation Reason; Intrequent Detection (IFD) . CaConlirmmed via gas ch graphy/i p opy \O

Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxicity Information (NTX)
Essential Nutrient (NUT)
Balow Screening Level (BSL)
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TABLE 2.5 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
, * STH AND CLEVELAND
Scenario Timetrame: CurrenVFuture
(| Medium: Surface Soil
Exposure Medium: Surface Soll
[Exposure o, __ Apariment Qonplex”
. : |
CAs Chemica) m (1) maxt Untis| Locall Dete Range ot |i Concentrstion (@) (3) | Polential | Potentiat |COPC| Ratlonate for (4
Number Minimum Minimum Maximum Quaitiier of M Freq y| O ! Used for Baeky! S Ing | ARAR/TBC | ARAR/TBC | Flag Contsminant
Concentration |  Qualifier | Concentration Concentration Limita Screening Vaive Toxicily Value Velus Source Oetetion
- : or Selection |
7440020 | Nickel : 0.68 J 4.1 J mokgt  FCSB045 66 NA 41 NA . 110 N NO . BSL
7440097 | Potassium 48 J . 110 J mpkg{ FCSB020,045 6% NA 1o NA NA NO NUT
7440224 | Siver . 0.44 ] 0.44 J mg/g FCSB04S 1% 018-02t 0.44 NA » N NO 8st
7440235 | Sodium 120 3 240 J mgxg| FCSB110 28 47.55 240 NA NA NO NUT
7440622 . | Vanadium . . 41 . 68 J mokg)  FCSBO4S | 66 NA 68 NA ’ 15* N NO BSL
7440666 | Zinc 33 . 270 mpkg| ~ FCSBO4S -7 NA 270 NA 2,300 N NO BSL
1746016 | 2.3.7,8-TCDD (TEQ) 8 J 8 J ng/kg CLS517 1141 NA 8 NA kX ] c YES ASL
**The Rlorida Soil Claanup Targe! Level (SCTL) was used,
(1) Mink i d Oalinitions: N/A = Not Applicable
(2) Background congentralions are nol being used tor this evatuation, ND = Not Detecled
{3} Reglon 9 Pretiminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential values enial 1o a camnononic risk of 10-8 NE = Not Estabiishad
of 8 hazard quolient o! 0.3 SOL = Sample Quantitation Limit
{4} EPA Region [V doea not use compasisons 10 ARAR/TBC valus 10 screen COPCs. However, poignllal ARASVTBC values are presenied COPC = Chamical of Polential Concem
- inthe remedial goal oplion seclon, as appropriale. , ARARVTBEC = Applicable or A and Appropriate Requis VTo Be C d
(5) Rationale Codes Selaction Reason: Infroquent D but latad Hi y (HIST) J = Estimated Value :
' ' Carcl kc PAHS E d as a Group (CPAH) n=P ¢ dvidance of {
Frequent Dalection {(FD) € = Carcinogenic
Toxkity Infarmation Avallable (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Levels (ASL) W = Water
Carcinogenic PAHs evalualed as a group (CPAM) NF = Nonlood
) F = Food
Deletion Reason: Infrequent Detection {IFD) ¢ = C via pas graphy speclroscopy
’ Background Levels (BKG) ’ .
No Taxiclty Information (NTX)
‘ Essentia) Nuldent {NUT) )
. Balow Screening Level (BSL) o

~
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Delstion Reason:

intraquent Oeteciton (IFD}
Background Levals (BKG)
No Toxicity information (NTX)
Essential Nutrieat (NUT)
Below Screening Level (BSL)

TABLE 2.6 .
: OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
§TH AND CLEVELAND
Scenario Timelrame: Current/Futyre
Medium i Subsurtace 500
Exposure Medium: Subsurface Sol
Exposure Point: Aparument Complex .
] ] , ] J
CAS Chemicat m (1)| Maximum| Units | Location Detection | Rangeot || Goncentcation ()] ) | potenust | Potenual {COPC| Rationate for (&
Number Mi: ‘ N Quatifter of M Freq y| D { Used foé g d © Ing | ARAR/TBC | ARAR/THC | Flag Contaminant
’ Concentration| Qualiller | Concentration Conceniration Umits Screening Valua Toxlcity Valua Value Source - Deietion
: or Selection
120127 | Anthracens 35 J 35 . upkg FCSBO20 3 370 - 400 35 NA 2,200,000 N NO BsL
58553 Beanzo(a)anthracens 140 J 190 4 upg FCSB045 2n 400 190 NA 620 c YES CPAN
50328 | Benzo(a)pyrene 120 4 250 J ugkg FCSBO4S n 400 250 NA 62 c YES ASL
205992 | Benzo(b)ivoranthena 140 J 220 J ugkg FCSB045 n 400 220 NA 620 c YES CPAH
Benzo{gh,)peryiens 100 J 220 J upkg| FCSBO4S 213 400 220 NA 2,300,000 N 'NO 8sL
205982 | Benzofkjfluoranthene 100 J o, 180 J kg FCSB04S an 400 180 NA 6,200 Cc YES CPAH
Benzyl Buty! Phihatate 85 J 85 J upkg| FCSBO20 1 370 - 400 85 NA 1,200,000 N NO BsL
117817 | Bis(2-athyt hexyt)phthalatel 94 J 170 4 ughg FCSBO20 21 370 170 NA 35,000 [ NO BSL
218019 | Chrysena 150 4 180 $ upkg FCSBO4S N 400 180 NA 62,000 c YES CPAH
206440 | Fluoranthene 200 J 250 J ughg FC$Ba20 273 400 250 NA 230,000 N NO BSL
183395 |indeno(1,2,3¢.d)pyrens 9 J 150 J uphg FCSB045 23 400 150 NA 620 [ YES CPAH
85018 ) Phenanihrens 100 J 180 J uo/kg FCSBO20 2 400 160 NA 2,000,000 N NO 85L
29000 |Pyrens 240 J K0 Ky upkg FCSBO45 23 400 340 NA 230,000 N NO 8sL
309002 | Aldrin 19 19 uphg| FCSBO20 " 19-2 19 NA 29 [ NO 8sL
Apha-Chlordans 49 J 30 4 upkg |- FCSBO20 2 2 30 NA 1,600 c NO BSL
Bota BHC 1.8 J 1.8 J uphg| FCSBO4S 13 2-96 18 NA a2 c NO asL
*“The Florida Sl Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
() Mink dat N Detinitions: /A = Not Applicable
(2) Background concenlrations are not being used lor this evaluation. : NO = Not Detected
(3) - Region ¥ Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residentlal values equal 1o & carcinogenic risk of 10-6 SOL » Sample Quantitation Limit
of & hazard quotient of 0.1 COPC « Chemical of Polential Concemn
{4) EPA Region IV does rol uss comparisons (o ARARITBC valuo 10 screen COPCu However, potential ARAR/TEC values are presented ARAR/TBC = Appiicable or F and Appropriate Requi VTo Bs Considered
in the remedial goal option section, as appropriate. . J = Estimated Vaiue ’
(5) Rationale Codes Selection Feason: intreqy Deteclion but A d Hi Ity (HIST) n = Presumplive evidence of material
: Frequent Delection (FD) “ C = Carcinogenic
Toxicity Information Avallable (TX) N = Non-Caicinogenic (Oa)
Above Screening Levels (ASL) W = Water
Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonfood \Ya]
F = Food
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TABLE 2.6 (Continued) 5
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN ]
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES i
STH AND CLEVELAND |
Scenario Timaframe: Current/Future {
Megium Subsuriace Soit i
P Medi Subsurtace Soil ‘}
Exposure Polni; Apartment Complex E
| T | I | =7 l ! T |
CAS Chemical ~ ) T ()] Mexd Units|  Locatl D fange of || Concentration @ (3) { Potentiat | Polentiat |COPC| Rationate tor (4 |
Number : Minlmum Minlmum Maximum Qualifier of Mexi Freqt y{ D i Used tar Background Screening | ARAR/TBC | ARARTRBC| Flsg Contsminant | i
Concentration | Qualifler | Concentration Concentration Limite Screening © Vslue Toxicity Vailue Value Source Deletion f\
) i or Seleclion !
5571 | Dieidsin — 27 ] 8 3 Jugkg| FCSB020 2 4 18 NA ) © NO BSL |
Endrin .13 J 18 J ugkp| FCSBOZO %) 4 16 NA 1,800 N NO 85l !
Gamma-Chiordane . 12 3 4 ug/Kg FCSB020 n 2 39 NA 1.600 c NO BSL
76448 | Heptachior 3 J 2 J ughg| FCSBO20 1”3 19.2 31 NA 110 c NO _ BsL i
1024573 | Heptachios Epowde 0.28 J 0.99 J ug/g FCSB020 xn 2 089 NA 53 [ NO BSsL
00D 19 J 1] 4 lupng| FCSBO20 mw | ar-4- 19 NA 0 C NO 8sL 1
72559 p.p-ODE 7.7 J 1.7 J ugkg FCSBO20 " 37-4 7 NA 1,700 [ NO asL X
11096825 | PCB-1260 (Arocker 1260) 110 J 10 3 | voko FCSB045 " 40- 130 110 NA 220 [ NO BSL H
i’ *"The Florida Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
(1) Mini i o d COny i ) Delinitions: N/A » Not Applicable
(2) Background concentrations are not being used for this svafuation. ND = Noi Detecled
(3) Reglon 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) Novermbar 2000, cetidantial values equal to a cascinogenic sisk ol 10-6 SQOL = Sampis Quaniitation Umit
or a hazard quatient of 0,1 COPC = Chemical of Potenlial Concem .
{4) EPA Ragion IV does ot uss comparisons to ARAR/TBC valus 1o screen COPCa However, polentia) ARAR/TEC vajues are presenied ARARTBC = App of R and Appropriate Regul /To Ba Considered !
in the remedial goal oplion section, as woonala J = Esumaled Valus
{5) Rationale Codes Selection Asason: t Dy fon bul jated Historically (HISI’) n=F Pl of fi
Frequent Delection {FD) € o Carcinogenic
Tawicity Information Available (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Lave!s (ASL} W = Waisr
Carcinoganic PAHS evaluated as a group (CPAH) NF = Nontood
! F = Food
Deetion Reason: Intrequent Detection (IFD) T
Background Lovets (BKG)
: No Toxicity Information (NTX)
Essential Nutrent (NUT)
Below Screening Level (BSL) U
\O .
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v TABLE 2.8 (Continued)
) OCCUHRENCE DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH AND CLEVELAND
Scenario Timelrame: CurrenvFutuia
| Medium: Subsurface Soil
posura Medi Subsurface Soit
Exposure Point; Apanment Complax
' | I 1 | [ I | I
CAS Chemical ) ) units| L Detect! Range of |[ Concentration ) (3 [ Potenttal | Potentist |COPC| Rationals for (4
Number Minimum Minimum | Maximum Qualitier of Max} Freq Y| D i Used tor Backg d 8 ing | ARARTBC | ARARTBC Flw Conlsminant
Concentralion{ Qualifier | Conceniratlon Conceniration Umits Screening Values Toxicity Value Valua Source Delelion
. | ] or Selection
7429905 | Aluminum 260 3,300 mgkg| FCSBO4S 'z NA 3,200 NA 7,800 N NO 8sL
7440360 | Antmony 1 J 18 J mokg| FCSBO43 k2] 06 78 NA 3 N YES ASL
7440382 | Arsenic ! 2 K 96 mokg| FCSBO4S ¥4 054 96 NA 039 [+ YES ASL
7440393 |Barium 3 J 450 mokg FCSBO4S 44 1 NA 430 NA 110 N YES ASL
7440417 | Beryfium 0.15 J 0.7 J mgkg| FCSBO4S 214 0.059 - 0.069 017 NA 15 N NO BSL
7440439 | Cadmium 038 J 29 mokg| FCSBO4S 4 0.1 29 NA 37 N NO BSL
Cakium . 79 4 40,000 mohp| - FCSBM20 “ NA 40,000 “NA NA NO NyT
18540299 | Chrosmium, Total 04 | 18 . |mokg| FCSBOMS 4 .68 18 NA 23 [ -NO asL
7440484 | Cobakl . 0683 J 23 J mg/kg FCSB04s Y4 023 23 NA 470 N NO BSL
7440508 | Copper 22 . 350 mo/kg FCSBO4S e oa7 350 NA . 110" N YES ASL
7435098 | iron 190 J 18,000 mgkg| FCSB045 a4 NA 16,000 NA 2,300 N YES ASL
7439921 |Lead . 24 J ©1,300 J mokg|  FCSBO4S 14 14-43 1,100 NA 400 N YES ASL
7439954 | Magneslum 84 J 940 J mog| FCSBORO 44 NA 940 NA NA NO NUT
7439965 | Manganese 62 290 - mgkg FCSBO4s A 078 200 NA 180 N YES ASL
7439976 |Mercury 0.14 J 1 J4  |momg] FCEBOAS ¥3 NA 11 NA 23 N NO BSL
7440020 | Nickel ) 27 J 10 mkg] _FCSB043 v 0.52 10 NA 110 N NO ‘8sL.
**The Florida Soit Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
{1) Mini d d d cor i Daefinitions: N/A = Not Applicable .
@ Bukgmund concentrations are not being used for this evaluation. ND = Not Detected
{3) Region § Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential values cqual 10 a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 * sale Sample Quantilation Limit
or & hazard quotient of 0.1 COPC = Chamical of Palential Concern
(4)  EPA Region IV does not use comparisons 1o ARAR/TBC value 1o screan COPCs  However, polential ARAR/TBC values ars presented ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relavant and Appropriate Requi /Ta Be Consk
in the remedial goal opiion seciion, as approprtate. ) " J =« Estmaled Valus -
{S) ~Rationals Codes Seleclion fieason; . intreq Detoction but iated Histarically (HIST) . n = Presumglive avidence ol material
Frequent Detection (FD) C = Carcinogenic
‘ Toxicity Inforrmation Available (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic o
Above Screening Levels (ASL) W = Water
Carcinogenic PAHs evalualed as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonfood ! \Na)
F = Food

lnlroquani Detection (IFD)
Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxiclly information (NTX)
Essential Nutrient (NUT)
Below Screening Level (BSL)

Deletion Reason:
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TABLE 2.6 {Continued)
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
STH AND CLEVELAQ{D
Scenario Timeframe: CurrenvFuture '
Medium ~ Subsurface Soil . .
E di . 8 Sol - '
Exposure Point: Apartment Complex | ) . . : i
. ] ] T 1
CAS * Chemicsl [t} E | m m| Units|  Loesl Detectl Rangs of || Concentration [t [UXN. P is) {copc I for (4
Number Maxii Qualiiter ot Freq y| © Used for ! 9 S g | ARAR/TBC | ARAR/TBC| Flag | * Contaminant '
Concentration |  Qualifier | Concenirstion | Concenirstion Umits Screening Value Toxticity Value Value Source Defetion I
: or Seleclion .
7440097 | Potassium k.4 J 400 J mokg| FCSBO45 44 NA 400 NA . NA | NO , NUT
7440224 | Sitver ' 04 J 2 J mgkg FCSBO4S Y4 0.23 2 NA -39 N NO BSL
7440235 - | Sodium . 745 J 380 J . mgkgi FCSBO4S Y4 . 58 380 NA NA NO NUT ]
7440622 | Vanadum 49 J 8 J  |mgng| FcsBoss va 079 [ NA 15 N NO CoBsL ‘
7420668 | Zinc o 140 J 1,100 mgkg| FCSBO45 »n NA 1.100 NA" ' 2,300 N NO BsL .
' woen ]
**The Florida Soit Claanup Targel Level (SCTL) was used. ’
(1) Minl ! [ ’ Delinitions N/A = Nol Applicable
{2)  Background concenirations are not being used for this svaluation, . ND = Nbt Detected
(3 Reglon 9 Preliminary Remed!ation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential vakies equal o a carcinogenic risk of 10-8 SOL = Sample Quantitation Umit |
or @ hazard quotient of 0.1 COPC = Chemical of Potential Concem : : :
(4)  EPA Region IV does not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC value lo screen COPCs However, polential ARAR/TBC values are presenied ARARTEC » P or Ret and Appropriate Requi /To Ba C !
in the remadial goal optian section, a3 appropriate. J = Estimated Valus
(5) Rationaly Codes  Selection Reason: Infrequent Detection but Assoclated Historicatly (HIST) n = Presumgliva avidence ol malerial ’
Frequent Detection (FD) : C = Carcinogenic'
Toxicity information Avaiiable (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Levels (ASL) : W = Watar
Carcinogenic PAHS evaluated as a group (CPAH) NF = Nontood
: ’ F = Food
. Deletion Reason: Intrequent Detection (IFD) .
. " Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxiclly information (NTX) '
Essential Nulrdant {(NUT) . ) '
B Screani B! .
elow ng Level (BSL) : . ) m
O
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a value for used.

Essential Nutrient (NUT)
Bealow Screening Leve! (B51)

TABLE 2.7
OCCURRENCE, DISTHIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN .
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
STH AND CLEVELAND
.
Tunel C uture .
{IMedium: Sedimant
Exposure Medium: Sediment
Exposure Point: Unnamed Creek
| I | ] 3! ,
CAS Chemical ) (1)| Maxi unis | 1 D Range of || Concentration @) . () | Potentinl | Potential |COPC| Rationate for (4
Number Minimum Minimum Maximum Qualifier of Freq Dy Used for g d ¢ | ARARTBC | ARAR/TOC| Flag | . Contaminant
Concentrstion |  Quslifier | Concenirstion | Concentrstion Limite Screening Value Toxicity Vatue Valus Source Deletion
. N or Selection
67641 | Acetone 5 J 10 J upkg| FCSWO002 2r2 NA 10 NA 160,000 N NO BSL
2-Methyinaphthalene - 44 J 44 J ug/kg FCSWO10 1/5 340 - 5,500 44 NA 5600(6) N NO BsL
Acenaphthene 110 J 110 J up/kg FCSWO10 1/5 340 - 5,500 10 NA 370,000 N NO BSL
Acenaphthylene 72 J 72 J vgkg FCSWO10 15 340 - 5,500 72 NA 1.100.000"* N NO BSL
120127 | Anthracene 110 J 270 Jd ug/kg FCSWOiq ¥ 340 - 5,500 210 NA 2200000 N NO ast.
56553 | Benzo{a)anthracens 28 J 5,100 ughg| FCSWOt0 4/5 5,500 1,100 NA 620 [ YES ASL
50128 | Benzo{a)pyrene 65 J 1,300 ug/kg FCSWO010 5 360 - 5,500 1,300 NA 62 c YES ASL
205992 | Banzo(b)Tuoranthene 39 J 1,200 ) ugkg! FCSWO10 45 5,500 1,200 NA 620 [ YES ASL
Benzo{g.hfperylene k<] J 1,000 vgkg| FCSWO10 4/5 5,500 1,000 NA 2,300,000 N NO asu
205992 | Banzo{k)huoranthene 4 J 1,300 ug/xg FCswo10 5. 360 - 5,500 1,300 NA 6,200 c 'YES CPAH
Benzyt Butyl Phthalate 110 J 110 ‘4 luomg| rcswoIO 15 " | Mo 5,500 o NA 1200000 N NO 8sL
117817 | Bis(2-athyt hexyf)phthalate T40 760 ugkg FCSWO007 25 340 - 5,500 760 NA 35,000 c NO BSL
Carbazole v 85 d 250 d ugkg FCSWO10 25 M0 - 5.500 250 NA 24,000 [+ NO BSL
218019 | Chrysane 3% J 1,400 ugkg FCSWO10 5 5,500 1,400 NA 62,000 [+ NO BSL
Dibenzoturan 58 J 58 J ugkg FCcswoto 15 340 - 5,500 58 NA 28,000 N NO 8StL
|_206440 | Fiuoranihena 78 J 2,500 ughg| FCSWoOt0 ¥s 360 - 5,500 2,500 NA 230000 N NO BSL
**The Florida Soli Cleanup Targel Level (SCTL) was used.
m Delinitions: N/A = Not Applicabia
(2) Background concentrations are not being used for this evaluation. ND = Not Oetected -
(3)  Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PAGa) November 2000, residenlial vaives equal to a carcinogenic risk ol 10-6 SOL « Sample Quantitation Limit
o a hazard quolient of 0.1 ' COPC » Chamical of Potential Concarn
(4)  EPA Region IV does nol use comparisons to ARAR/TBC valus 1o screen COPCs. Hmvuvar. polential ARAR/TEC valuos are presented ARAR/TBC a A} or A and Appropriale Aeq /ToBe C
In the remedial goat aption section; as appropriale. . J= Esdmaled Value : St :
(5) Rationals Codas  Selection Reason: Intrequent O but Associated Historically (HIST) nuP i o U
. Frequent Detection (FD) C= Cammooenic
et Toxicity Infarmation Availabis (TX) ’ N =~ Non-Carcinoganic
' Above Screening Levels (ASL)’ W ~ Water iN®)
) Carcinogsnic PAHg evaluated as a group (CPAM) NF = Nonfood
. - F = Food
Dslefion Reason; infrequent Detection (IFD)
Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxicity Infarmation (NFX) (O

XA
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TABLE 2.7 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH AND CLEVELAND
CurrenVFuture
Sediment
Sediment
Unnamed Creek
| [ T [ J
Cas Chenfleal ~ ) (1)} Maxtmum| Units | Location | Deteciton | Rangeot || Concentration ) (3 | potenust | Potentiasi {coPC| Rationate tor (4]
Number 5ot Mintmum Mintmum Maximum Quatitier | - ) of { Freg Y] D Used for Bsckg g | ARARVTBC | ARARTBC | Flag Contaminant
' Concentration | Quatilier | Concentration Concentrstion Limits Screening Value Toxicity Value Velua . Source Delelion
) ar Selection
Fivorena 120 J 120 J ughg| FCSWOI0 15 340 - 5,500 120 NA 260,000 N NO BSL
193393 |indenc(s,2.3-c.d)pyrene 270 - J 630 upkg FCSW010 U5 340 - 5.500 630 NA 620 c YES ASL
Naphthalene 52 J 52 J  |wxg| rCSWOIO 5 340 - 410 52 NA 5,600 N NO st
85018 | Phenanthrene . 28 J 1,500 ugkg| FCSWO10 ¥5 360 - 5,500 1500 NA 2,000,000 N NO 8sL
129000 | Pyrene 120 J 2,300 ‘'ughg| FCSWO010 ¥5 360 - 5,500 2,300 NA 230000 N NO BSL
Alpha-Chiordans 5 ] 69 upkg| FCSWOOR' 57 24-23 69 NA _ 1,600 c NO | ©BSL
Bela BHC 39 | 39 - ugkg FCSWO010 14 18-29 39 NA 320 C NO- BSL
60571 | Dieddrin 15 15 upkg| FCSWO10 " 34-558 15 NA 0 c NO BSL
Endiin 28 J 23 J ugkg FCSWO10 " 34-55 23 NA 1,600 N NO BSL
. Gamma-Chiordane "3 92 4 |uong| ‘Fcsworo 57 21-23 92 NA 1600 C NO BsL
76448 Heplachior 14 J 1.1 J upgko FCSWO010 m 1.8-28 1.1 NA 110 c NO BsL
1024573 | Heptachlor Epoxide 78 76 ugkg FCSW010 w 1.8-28 76 NA 53 c NO ast
p.p-DDD 27 J 19 J upkg! FCSW002 n 34-45 19 NA - 2,400 c NO st
12559 p.p-DDE 053 J 61 -J up’kg FCSW002- L' 34-45 6.1 NA 1,700 [o] NO est
50293 |p.p-DDY 8.7 J 8.7 J upkg| FCSWO0 n 34-55 87 NA 1,700 c NO ast
11096825 | PCB-1260 (Arocior 1260) 19 J 370 MKJ FCSWO010 a1 _41.55 370 NA 20 ¢ YES ASL
*“The Florlda Sobl Cleanup Target Leve! (SCTL) was usad, ‘
(1) Minimunvmaxk ok d jon, Delinitions: N/A = Not Applicable
{2) Background concentrations are nol belng used for this evaluation. ND = Not Oetected
(3) Region @ Prefiminary Remadialion Goals (PRGs) Nwenmer 2000 residential values aqual to a camnoqmc sk of 10-8 SOL » Sample Quantilation Limit

or 8 harard quotient of 0.1
(4) EPA Region IV does not use comparisons 1o ARAR/TBC valus lo screen COPCs. However, polentiat ARARVTBC valuss are presenled

in the remedial goal option section, as appropriate.

(5) Rationale Codes Selection Reason:

{6) S

Delelion Reason:

ing value for

apt ‘e used.

quent Detection but A d HI
Fraquent Detection (FD)
Toxicity Information Avaiiable (TX)
. Above Screening Levels (ASL)
Carcinogenic PAHs evalualad as a group (CPAH)

¥ (HIST)

nirequent Detection (IFD)
Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxicity information (NTX)
Essential Nutiient {(NUT)
Below Scraening Level (BSL)

COPC = Chemical of Polantlal Concem
ARAR/TBC » Applicabls or Relevan! and Approps

J = Eslimated Value
n=P plive svidence of

€ = Carcinogenic

N = Non-Carcinogenic
W = Water

NF = Nonlood

F = Food

n
R

WTo Be Considered

,

9

6
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TABLE 2.7 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH AND CLEVELAND
Scenarto Timeframe. CurantFutura
|Mediunx . Sedimenl
Expdsum Medham: Sediment
Eguro Point: Unnamed Croek
| 1 | T T J
cAS Chemicat m (™ Unis | Locatl Detectl Rangeof || Concentration (2) . (1] patentiat | Potentiat {coPc] Rattonate for (4
Number Min| L M. Qualltler of A Fraq Y Used for Background Screening | ARAR/TBC | ARAR/TBC Flag Contsminant
Concentration Qualilier | Conceniration Concentrellon Limite Screening Value Toxicity Velue Valus Source Detetion
. - or Selsction
7429905 | Aluminum 1,500 5.100 mohg| FCSWO0O7 55 NA 5,100 NA 7,600 N NO 8sL.
7440360 Antimbﬂv 088 J 78 ol mgagl  FCSWO00? 5 NA 18 NA 31 N YES ASL
7440382 | Arsenic . 13 J 13 T )moxg FCSWO10 55 ° NA 13 NA 0.39 c .YES ASL
7440393 | Barium T2 J a10 J myxgl FCSWO007 56 . |.o. NA 410 NA 110° N YES ASL
7440417 | Baryllium - . o J 0.35 J mykg| FCSWO007 &5 \' NA 0.35 NA 15 N NO BSL
7440439 | Cadmium 078 J 71 myhg| FCSWO10 L) ' NA 7 NA a7 N YES ASL
Cakclum . 3,600 J 50,000 J myxg FCSW00 55 NA | 50,000 NA NA NO NUT
18540290 | Chromium, Tota 5.9 J &0 J my/xg FCSwWo010 - 55 NA 60 . NA 2 [ YES ASL
7440484 | Cobat . 0.65 4 73 J mykg| FCSWO10 55 NA 73 NA 470 N NO BSL
7440508 | Copper . 23 J : 270 J . [moxng] FCSWOO? 55 NA 270 NA 110 N YES ASL
57125 |Cyanide - 1.3 15 mokg| FCSWO008 s 052-085 |- 15 NA 30" N NO BSL
7439098 |lron . 2,500 J 20,000 J my/kQ FCSWeo7 55 NA 20,000 NA 2,300 N YES ASL
7439921 | Lead ' 180 1,400 mykg{ FCSwoa7 55 NA 1.400 NA 400 N YES ASL
7439954 | Magnesium : 170 J 1,600 mgxg| FCSWOI0 55 NA 1,600 NA NA NO NUT
7439965 |Manganess ' 1" J 120 J |mgxg| FCswotro 85 NA 120 NA 180 N NO BsL
7439978 | Mercury L 0.35 J 0.35 J mogl FCSWotg s 0.066 - 0.43 Q.35 NA 23 N NO BSL
**Tha Florida Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
(1) Mink i fi Detinitions: N/A = Not Applicabie
(2 Background cmw\lmms ll' A} beinD used los thia evatuation, ND « Not Datectad
(3) Region 9 Prefiminary Ramad‘allon Goals (PRGS) November 2000 tesidential values squal to a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 SQL = Sample Quaniitation Limit .
or a hazarg quotiont of 0.1 ~ COPC = Chemical ot Polental Concem )
{4  EPA Region IV doss no! use comparisons 10 ARAR/TBC valfue io screen COPCu However, potential ARAR/TEC values are prasented ARAR/TBC = Applicabls or Rel and Appropriate Req Ta Be Consid
in the remedial goal option section, as appropriate. . . J = Estimated Valua .
- (5) Rationale Codes Seloclion Reason: Intrequont Detection but Associated Histor (Hlsn n = Presumplive evidence of
Frequént Delection (FD) C » Carcinogenic
Tonicity Information Availabie (1) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Levels (ASL) W = Water o
Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonlood
F s Food
Deletion Reason: Infrequent Detection (IFD) 0O
Background Levels (BXG)
No Tonxicity Information (NTX)
Essential Nuldent (NUT)
Below Screening Leval (BSL)
©S g value for naph used, (]

SC¢




e o - . TABLE 2.7 (Continued) ‘
o OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
S5TH AND CLEVELAND
|l'Scenario Timelrame: Cumen/Future
Madium: ' Sediment
Exposure Medium: Sediment '
. ‘l Expasute Point; Unnamed Creek
I _ T T T T T T T
CAS Chemical ) (1)| Manl Units |  Locatl Detect Rsnge of || Concentralion (@) (3) | potential | Potenits) {COPC| Rstionate for (4
Number Minimum Minimum Maximum | Quatifier of Maxl Freq y | Detectl Used for Backg . Sereening | ARAR/TEC | ARARTTBC | Flag Contaminsnt
Concentration | Qualifier | Concentration ' Concentration Limits Screening Value Toxicity Value Value Source Deletion
. or Selection

7440020 | Nicke! . 18 J 1. . mykg| FCSwWolo 55 NA 21 NA 1o N . NO BSL
7440097 |Potassium | 70 J 350 J mg/kg FCSW010 85 NA ) 350 NA NA . NO NUT !

7440224 | Siver : 07 4 1.8 4 mokg| FCSWOOT 5 0.18-0.32 18 NA 39 N . NO asL ;
7440235 |Sodium . : 51 J 250 J mykg{ FCSWO010 45 82 250 NA NA NO NUT
7440822 [Vanadium 45 . J 2 mghg| FCSWO10 55 NA 23, NA 15 N YES ASL i
7440668 |Zinc 130 1,400 mokg] FCSwoi0 &5 NA 1,400 - NA 2,300 N NO 8SL ,
1746018 |2,3,7,8-TCDD (TEQ) 188 188 ngag| FCSWO08 n NA 18.8 NA 39 [+ o YES ASL {

**The Florida Soil Cleanup Target Lavel (SCTL) was used.
) Minl ’ d rati Definitions: N/A = Not Applicable
(2) Background concentralions are nol being used for this evaluation. ND = Not Detected
(3) Region @ Prelimnary Remadiation Goals (PRG3) November 2000, residental values equal to a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 . SQOL = Sample Quantitation Limit
or a hazard quotient of 0.1 ! COPC = Chemical of Potential Concem
(4) EPARegion IV does nAuse convaﬁsom 10 ARAR/TBC value 10 stiean COPCs. Howevar, pmemm ARAFUTRC values are pmsenled ARAR/TBC » Apph orf and Approp Req! WTo Be Consid .
in the remedial goal option seclion, as approprate, - . J » Eslimated Value - ;
{5) Rationale Codes Selection Reason: fraquent D but i t ly (HIST) n=P ol i of i
. ' Frequant Detection (FD) . C = Carcinogenic” '
Toxicity Information Available {TX) . N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Scresning Levels (ASL) - Vo« Waler
Carcinogenic PAHg evaluated as a group (CPAH) ’ NF = Nontood
F = Food
Delstion Reason;  Infrequent Detection (IFD) ' .
Background Levels (BKG) ,
No Toxicity tntormation {NTX) : . " .
. : Essential Nutrlent (NUT) K-
) ‘ Below Screening Lave) (BSL) ' o
{6) S 9 valua lor napi used.
\O.
H
|
(N i
N c



TABLE 2.8 '
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN .
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH AND CLEVELAND
Scenario Tt C uture
Medium: Surface Water
|lexp Medi Suitace Water
w Unnamed Craek
) , I | l ) . @
CAS Chemlcal L) . (1) Maximum| units Location Detection Range of Concentration |. (2) 3) | Potentiai | Potentlal |COPC| Astionale for
Number M Qualifier of M Freq Y D . Used tor Background Screening | ARARTBC | ARARTBC | Flag | Contaminant
Concentration| Qualifier | Concenirstion Concentration Umitg Scresning Value Toulcity Vaiue Vatue Source Delstion
. or Selection
67663 Chicrolommn 18 . 1.8 J upl FCSWO005 173 10 1.6 . NA 57 c. NO ast.
79018 Trichioroethytene (TCE) o J on J ugL FCSWO005 n 10 0.7t NA 27 [+ NO BSL
58553 Banzo(a)anihracens 0.46 J 053 J uph FCSWO006 N0 10 0.53 NA 0.0044 C YES ASL
191242 . | Benzo(g.h.)perylene 075 J 0.75 J ug FCSWO06 1o 10 0.75 NA NE NO NTX
85587 | Banzyl Butyl Phthalale 047 4 o6t § |ur| ecswoos 10 10 06! NA 3000 N NO BSL
- { Carbazole 0.67 Jd 067 3 oL FCSWO008 110 10 0.67 NA . NE YES ™
" 210019 {Chrysene 052 J 0.52 J. {un| Fcswoos | w0 10 . 052 NA 00044 C YES ASL
84662 Diathyl Phthalate 11 d 1.1 J ugl FCswot 110 10 1.1 NA 23,000 N NO asL
84742 Oi-n-Buty! Phihalale 055 J 26 J vl FCSWO005 210 10 26 NA 360 | N NO BSL
117840 | Di-n-Octyfphthalate 054 J 0.54 J wh. FCSWO006 110 10 0.54 NA NE YES ™
206440 | Fluorantheng 0.35 J 0.71 J ugL FCSWO006 210 10 0.7t NA 150 N NO BSL
*The Florida Surfaca Waler Target Levels wara used.
(1) Minimum/maximum detected concentration. . Detinilions: N/A = Not Applicable
(2) Background concentrations are not being used for this evaluation, ND = Not Detected
(3)  U.S. EPA Nalional Recomymendad Water Quality Crilaria-Cosrection April 1999, human health lor consumgtion of waler and organism values NE = Not Established
" (4) _ EPA Region IV does nol use comparsons 0 ARAR/TBC valus 10 scraen COPCs. However, patential ARAR/TBC values are presented SQL = Sample Quanlitalion Limil
In the remedial goal option section, as appropriate. o COPC = Chamical of Potential Concem .
(S) Rationale Codas Seloction Reason: Infreqy O ion but | Hi lly (HIST) ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Ratevant and Appropriate Requl /To Be Consl d
Frequent Detoction (FD) J = Estmaied Value '
Toxicity information Available (TX) nab plh i o i
Above Screening Levels (ASL) . C = Carcinogenic
Carcinogenic PAHs evaluaied as a group (CPAH) N = Non-Carcinogenic .
Defetion Asason; infrequeni Detection {IFD) '
Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxicity tnfonmation (NTX) ’ .
Essential Nutient (NUT) on
Below Scraening Level (BSL)
0
o
N
. rO




TABLE 2.8 (Continued) .
- OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES :
s STH AND CLEVELAND
e io Ti ry . ~ C uture )
Medium: < Surface Waler
|Exposure Medium: Surface Waler
Exgmo Point: - Unnamad Creek
] : I | ] 2
CAs Chemical ) ()| Maximum| Units | Location Delection | Rangeof {{Concentrstion @ )] p Potentist |COPC le for
Number : Minimum Minimum Maximum Quélifter of M Freg Y Dr I Used tor Backg! S ing | ARAR/TBC | ARAR/TBC| Flag | Contaminsnt
Concentration |  Quallfier | Concentration Conceniration Limits Screening Value Toxleity Velue Valus Source Oelsilon
' i or Selection |
183395 | Indano{1,2,3-¢.d)pyrena 064 J 0.64 J ugh. FCSWO06 o 10 '0.64 NA 0.0044 [ YES ASL
120000 | Pyrens 0.67 J 0.67 J upt, FCSW006 110 10 067 NA 18 N NO BSL
58898 Gamma BHC (Undane) 0Q.0069 3 0.0069 J uph, FCSWO1) mo 0.05 0.0069 NA 0019 [ NO BsL
7429908 | Aluminum 0.035 J 28 moiL FCSWO002 410 0.027-0.15 28 NA 13 N NO . BSL
7440382 | Arsenic 0.0045 J 0.0045 J mgi. FCSWO001 110 00032 - 0.0069 0.0045 NA 0018 C NO BSL
7440393 [Barium 0055 J 0.18 moL | FCSWO02 1010 NA o NA NE N YES ™
Cakcm - 20 "150 moL|  FCSWO02 1010 NA 150 NA NE NO NUT
18540299 | Chrormium, Total 0.0018 Jd 0.0069 J Wl. FCSWO0Q2 410 00017 0.0069 NA ‘NE N YES ™
7440508 | Copper 0.00175 Jd 0.014 J mo FCSW002 Y10 - 0.0012 - 0.0039 0.014 NA 140 N NO st
57125 |Cyanice 0.0066 d 0.008 3 mot. FCSWO1T1 Ao 0.005 - 0.0057 0.008 NA 700 N NO 8sL
74398368 | iron . 1.6 13 m. FCSW003 910 0.096 13, NA 03 N YES ASL
“The Florda Surtace Waler Target Lovals were used, . .
Ri}) Minimumvmaximum detected conceniration. Delinilions: /A = Not Applicable
“{2) Background concentrations are not being used lor this evaluation. ND = Nol Detecled
{3) U.S. EPA Nationa) Recommended Water Quality Crileria-Comrection Apeil 1999, human health for congsumplion of wates and oroanhm values NE = Not Estabiighed
(4)  EPA Region IV does nol use compasisons lo ARAR/TBC value 10 scrsen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC values are presented SQL = Sample Quantitation Limit
in the remedial goal oplion section, as appropriate. ’ COPG = Chemical of Potentia) Concem
(5) Raiionale Codos Selection Reason: Infrecuent Detection but dF y (HIST) ARAR/TBC = Applicabls o Relgvant and Appropriale Req /To Ba Considered
’ Frequeni Detection (FD) J = Estimzted Valus
Toxicity information Available (TX) nef 1 of !
Above Screening Levels {ASL) h C = Carcinogenic
Carcinogenic PAHs svalualed aa a group (CPAH) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Oelétion Reason: infrequent Delection {IFD)
Background Lavels (BKG)
‘ No Toxicity information (NTX) (&l
Easential Nutrient (NUT)
Bolow Screening Level (BSL) -

.6
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TABLE 2.8 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN -
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH AND CLEVELAND
Scenarlo Timelrame: CurremVFulure
Medium Surface Water
Exposute Medium: Surlace Water :
Exposure Point: Uanamed Creek ‘
T T | T T | . [ T | T I |
CAS Chemical m 1) Unlts Locatlon Detection Rengeof  |[Concentration ) < (3| powntist | Potential [COPC| Ratlonate for
Number Mink Minl M, Qualifier of M Freqs Y D J Used lor Background Screening | ARAR/TBC | ARAR/TBC | Flag | Contaminant
Concentration | Qualifier | Coneentration Concentrallon Limite Screening Value Toxlcity Valus Value Source Dalstion
s : . or Sefectlon_jj
7439921 |Lead . 0.014 0,053 mpL FCSWOR o 0.0015 - 0.0078 0.053 NA 15 N NO BSL 1
. Magnesium 7 19 mgL | FCSW002/003 10/10 NA 19 NA NE NO NUT
' 7433985 |Manganose 0.001 025 mgl.{ FCSW003 1010 NA 025 NA NE N YES ™
7439976 | Mercury 0.000079 J 0.0001 J. mg. ] - FCSWO00S 0 0.000072, 0.000% NA 0.050 N NO ‘BSL
Potassium 1.8 J 15 mgL FCSW003 10710 NA 15 NA' NE NO NUT
Sodium ANs 75 mot. FCSW003 10/10 NA 75 NA NE NO NUT
7440622 | vanadium 0.0027 T 0.01 J molL FCSW002 ¥10 00022 - 0.0032 0.0 NA 26 N NO BSL
7440668 | Zinc 0.007 J 0098 mgL FCSW002 610 0.0059 - 0.013 0.096 NA 1,100 N NO BSL
“The Florida Surface Water Target Lavels were used.
(1)} Mini i 4 Delinitions: N/A = Not Applicable
(2) Background concenirations are nol being used for this evalualion. ND = Not Delacled
(3) U.S. EPA National Recommended Water Quallty Cvltoria-Comcuon April 1999, human healih for consumption of water and organism values NE = Not Established
. {4) EPAReglon IV does nol use compariaons o ARAR/TBC vam to screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC vﬂum are presonlod SQOL » Sarple Quantitation Uimit !
‘ 1n the ramedial goa) oplion section, as appropriale. COPC = Chemical of Potential Concem
(5) Rationale Codes Seleclion Reason:’ Infragquent D bul A iated Hi y (HIST) ARAR/TBC = Applicable of F { and Approp Regquirament/To Be Considered
- Frequent Detection (FD} J = Eslimated Valua
Toxicity information Avajlabie {TX) nxP plive of f
Abova Screaning Levels (ASL) C = Carcinogenic
Carcinogenic PAHs evalualed as a group (CPAH) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Deletion Reason: lnluquem Detection (IFD}
Background Levels {BKG) .
No Toxicity Information (NTX)
Esseantial Nutrient (NUT)
: Below Screaning Lavel (BSL) [&a)
\O
5]
N
(]
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- TABLE 2.9 .
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH AND CLEVELAND
Scenario Timelrame: Fulure
Madiuse . Groundwaler
Exposure Medium: Groundwater
Exposure Point: Surficial Aguiter
] { I I I , -
CAS Chemicat m (1)] Maxi Units | * Locat D Rangeot || Concentration ) )| potenilst | potentist [cOPC|  Rstionate for
Number : Minimum - | Minimum |  Meximum Quallifler of M Freq y] O ol Used for Bsckground Screening ARAR/ ARAR/ Flag Contsminant
° Concentration | Qualifier | Conceniration Conceniration o Limits Screening Vailve Toxlcity Value T8C TAC Oelalion
Vulmg |__Source or Selection
98128 | 1,2-Dibromo-3-Chioropropans . 086 o d 14 J upL FCMWO01 25 10 14 NA 0.048 [ YES ASL
. 7550 | Carbon Disullide - 23 J 23 ) uplL FCMWOO01 15 B {1} 23 NA 100 N NO BSL
83329 Acenaphthens . 038 J 038 J L FCMWO01 s 10 0.36 NA 7 N NO ast
86748 | Carbarole 065 4 085 J up. FCMWOO1 WS 10 0.65 NA 34 C NO ©o8sL
106445 | Crasols, M&P 12 J © 12 d upl | FCMWOGS s 10 12 NA 18 (6) N NO as
53489219 | PCB-1242 (Arochior 1242) 14 - 14 J upl | FCMWOO1 V5 1 1.4 NA 0004 C YES ASL.
(1) Mi detected : : Delinitions: N/A = Not Applicable
(2) Background concantrations are not being used for this evaiuation. NO = Not Detected -
(3) Reglon 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGS) November 2000, residentia) valuas equal to a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 NE = Noi Established
(4) EPA Region IV does not use comparisons 1o ARAR/TBC value 10 screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC values.are presented SOL = Sample Quantitation Limit
in the remedia) goal option section, as appropriate. COPC = Chamical of Potential Concern
(3) Rationale Codes Selection Reason: intraquent Detection but iatad Mi ly (HIST) ARAR/TBC bis or F and Apptopriate Reqy /To Be Consid
Frequent Ostection (FD) J = Estimated Valve
Touicily Information Avaliable (TX) n=P Py b o H
Above Screening Levels (ASL) C = Carcinogenic
Carcinogenic PAHs evalualed as 3 group (CPAH) Na= NonCarcinoqgnic
' NF « Norilood

Deletion Reason: " inirequeni Delection (IFD)
Barckground Levels (BKG)
No Toxiclty Infermation (NTX)
Essential Nutrient (NUT)
. Below Screening Lavel (BSL)
(8) Screaning value for 4 yiph used.

4-Methylphenot « p-Cresot
3-Meihyipheno! = m-Cresol

Ui
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0S5




TABLE 2.9 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
5TH AND CLEVELARND
Scenario Tumetrame: Future
Medium: Groundwaler
Exposura Medium: Groundwaler
(Exposure Point: Surficts) Aguller
CAS Chemles! m {1)| Max) Units| 1 i O Range af || Concentration @y . )| potentimt | Potentiel |COPC|  Retionale tor
Number ink Atnl Maximur Quaiifier of Maxi Freq Detectl Uned for Bsackground Sceeening ARAR/ ARARY Flag Caontaminant
Concenimtion | Qualifier | Concenirstion Concentration Limite Screening Vatue Toxiclty Value " TBC TBC Detetlon
) i Value Source or Selection
7429905 | Aluminum - 215 1,200 ug/lL FCMV{OOS 5 0.027-.0.13 1200 NA 3600 N ) NO ’ B8sL
7440382 |Arsenic a5 J 35 J upl. FCMWO003 15 0.0032 35 NA 0.045 [+4 YES ASL
7440393 |{Barium r. T 55 J 95 J ugiL FCMW002 5% NA 95 NA 260 N NO es.
© o |caeium - - e 2,600 4 140,000 . wo | FCMWOG2 5 NA 140000 NA CONA NO NUT
7440484 | Cobalt ' L 1.4 J .18 J ug | FCMWO04 2/5 0.0014 1.6 NA 220 N NO BSL
7439898 |tron ™ 60 J 6,600 ugh FCMW005 55 NA 6600 NA 1.100 N | YES ASL
7439921 |Lead 0.79 1.482 uglL FCMW002 25 0.44.0.52 1.482 NA 15, N NO B8sL
Magnasium 1,550 J 26,000 uph { FCMWO003 55 NA 26000 NA NA NO NUT
7439965 | Manganese 7.35 o9 56 upl. 1 FCMWO04 5/5 NA 56 NA 88 N NO BasL
Potassium 1,400 J 63,000 ugt. FCMW003 55 NA 63000 NA "NA NO NUT
Sodium 17,000 90,000 wpL | FCMWO04 &5 NA $0000 NA - NA NO NUT
7440622 | Vanadium 85 J 19 o uplL FCMWO001 V5 0.0022 19 NA 26 N NO B8sL
(1) A i d i Definitions: N/A = Not Applicable
(2) Background concentralions are nol being used lor this evatuation. NOD « Not Detecied
(3) Fegion 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) Navembar 2000, residential values equa! 10 a carcinogenic risk of 10-8 NE ~ Nol Established
(4) EPA Region [V doss nol use comparisons 1o ARAR/TBC value lo screen COPCs. Howaver, poteniial ARAR/TBC values are presented SOl = Sample Quantitation Limit
in the remedial goal option section, as appropriata. COPC = Chamical of Polential Concem
‘(5) Rationaleé Codes  Selaction Reason: q > ut i Historically (RIST) ARAR/TBC = Appli orF and Appropriate Requirement/To Be Considered
. Frequent Deteclion (FO) Je Eshmalad Value
Toxkily information Available {TX) naP P i ol i
Above Screening Levels (ASL) C = Carcinogenic
Carcinogenic PAHs svalualed as a group (CPAH) N = Non-Cartinoganic
NF = Nonlood

Deletion Reason; Inirequant Detection (IFD)
Backgrount Levels (BKG)
No Toxicily information (NTX)
Essential Nutrienl (NUT)
Below Screening Level (BSL)
{6) Screening vatue for 4-melhyliphenol used.

4-Mathylphenol = p-Cresol

3-Methylphenol » m-Cresol




No Toxicity Intormation (NTX)
Essential Nutrient (NUT)
Below Screening Leve! (BSL)

TABLE 2.1
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN ,
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE ’
LONNIE C. MILLER -
| Scenario Timelrame: Future
Madiumt Surface Soil
e Mad: Surface Soil
Exposure Poini: " The Park
cas Chemical (U] 1) | Maximum | Units Location Detection Range of {iConcentration ) [ORN a1 | P lat | COPC |Rationale for !
Number Minimum Minimum . Maximum Qualifier of Maxl Fr Y Detectt Used for | B, S ing [|ARARTBC|ARAR/TBC| Flag Comaminant
Concentratfon |  Quatifler Concentration Concsniration Limkts Screening Value Toxiclty Value Vaive Source Detetion
. ar Selection
308002 Aldrin 1.6 J 1.6 J ugg MMPSS09 my 18-4 1.6 NA 28 c NO BSL
. 57749 Alpha-Chlordane /2 1.9 20 J ughkg LMSB059 8/26 1.8-20 20 NA 1,600 [ NO BSL
60571 Dieldrin " 1.4 J 22 J vokp MPSS05 mne 34-15 22 NA 30 [+ NO B8sL
72208 {Endnin 46 46 ug/g LMSB061 126 34-15 46 NA - 1,800 N NO BsL
72208 Endrin Aldehyds 3.3 J 3.3 J upkg LMSBO61 1726 34-15 33 NA 1,800 N NO BsL
57749 Gamma-Chlordane 28 16 J ugkg LMSB132 9726 18-8 16 NA 1,600 ‘ [ NO 8SL
1024573 Heplachlor Epoxide 0.26 J 36 J upko 1LMSB132 2/26 1.8.72 36 NA 53 (9 NO BSL
72548 p.p-00D 0.78 J 66 J upkg LMSB8132 9/43 34-15 ‘66 NA 2,400 [ NO ast
72559 p.p-0ODE 0.37 J 270 J upkp LtMSB132 16/48 34.94 210 NA 1,200 c NO BsL
50293 p.p-DDT 18 J 860 ugkg tMsg132 | - 10/48 J34-48 880 NA 1,700 [ NO BstL
53469219 PCB-1242 (Arochior 1242) 66 o 66 J upikp MPSS06 174 5\. 34- 150 66 NA 220 o] NO B8sL
11097691 | PCB-1254 (Arochlor 1254) 60 J 60 J ughkg LMSB0S9 s 34150 60 NA 220 c NO BsL
11096825 PCB-1260 (Arochior 1260 52 700 ugkg MPSSO7 12/26 M -50 700 NA 220 c YES ASL
108883 Toluene 2 J 2 J vp/kg MPSSt 113 0-13 2 NA 59,000 N NO BsL
121142 2,4-Dinitrotoluens 350 g 50 J ugkp LMSBO79 127 340-710 350 NA 120,000 N NO Bst
606202  |{2,6-Dinitrotoluene 520 520 . ughg LMSBO79 27 340- 710 520 NA 6,100 N NO BSL
101553 }4-Bromophenyt Phenyl Ethe 80 J 80 J upkg | - LMSBO79 v2r 340-710 ] NA NA : NO NUT
106478 4-Chioroaniline 52 J . 59 J uw LMSBOS84 227 340- 710 59 NA 240,000 N NO 8sL
120127 .| Anthracene 31 J 99 J uphkp LMSBO61 27 340- 710 99 NA -~ 2200000 N NO 8st
“"Tha Florida Soil Cleanup Targat Level (SCTL) was used.
1) Minimunymaximum detected concentration, Dalinitions: N/A = Not Applicable
@) Background concentrations ara not being used for this svalustion, ND = Not Detected
[£)) Region 8 Preliminary Romodmuon Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residentlal values equal to » carcinogenic risk of 1&6 SQL = Sample Quantitation Limit
’ or & hazerd quotien of 0 L . COPC = Charical of Potential Concem
(D] EPA Region IV does not uss con,rpnrlaons to ARAR/TBC vaiue to COPCs. Hi P ! ARARV/TBC values are prasented ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement/To Ba Considered
in the dial goal option ion, &9 appropn J = Estimated Value
(5) Rationale Codes ' R In o] but Associated Historically (HIST) n = Prasumptive evidence of materal
Fuqucm Detaction (FD) C = Carcinoganic
Toxdcity Information Availabie (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic o
Abova Screening Levals (ASL) .J W = Water
Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as 8 group (CPAH) NF = Nonfood
. F » Food O
Deletion R ; Infreq O (IFD) ’
Background Levels (BKG)

¢2%0



TABLE 2.1 (Continued)

'OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
LONNIE C. MILLER
Scenario Timetframe: Future
Mediunt ' Surlace Soil
Surtace Soil
The Park
I I ! [ J
CAS Chemical (L] ) | Mmaximum | units | CLocation Detection Range of |IConcentration @ 9} | Potentiat | Potentiat | COPC [Rationate for {
Number Minimum Minimum Maximum Qualifler of Maximum | Freq y Detectl Used for ground S ing |ARARTBC|ARAR/TBC| Flag Contaminant
Concentration Quallflor Conceniration Concentration Limits Screening Value Toxiclty Value Value Source Dsletion
. : i or Selection
56553 Benzo(a)anthracene 44 J 710 ug/kg LMSBO61 7727 340- 710 710 NA 620 c YES ASL
50328 Benzo{a)pyrene .47 J 630 ~ ug/kg LMSB061 10727 50-710 630 NA | 62 c YES ASL
. Benzo{b and/or k)lluoranthef 120 4 1,000 J ugkg MPSS14 2 350 - 710 1000 NA 620 C YES ASL
205992 Benza(bifivoranthane 50 J 870 ug/kg LMSBaG1 S/15 21 -450 670 NA 620 c YES ASL
B8enzo(g h.l)perylene 50 J 370 ug/kg LMSB061 627 30-710 J70 NA 2,300,000 C NO 8st
205992 Banzo(k)flucranthene 45 4 570 upkg LMSBO61 515 30 - 450 570 NA 6.200 c YES CPAH
85687 Benzy! Butyl Phthalate 92 J 100 J ugkg LMSBO56 2/28 340- 710 100 NA 1,200.000 N NO ' BSL
137817 bis(2-ethythexy!) Phthalate 84 J 9,300 upky LMSB132 8727 340 - B30 9300 NA 35,000 c . NO BSL
86748 Carbazole 84 J 84 J ug/kg LMSBO61 127 340- 710 84 NA 24,000 o} NO BSL
218019 Chrysene 55 J 560 ughkg MPSS14 927 340- 710 560 NA 62,000 C YES CPAH
53703 Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 65 J 150 J ug/kg LMSBO061 27 340- 710 150 NA 62 c YES ASL
84662 Diethy! Phthalate 59 J- 59 Jd ug/kg LMSB132 127 340-710 59 NA 4,900,000 N NO BSL
13113 Dimethy! Phthalale 180 J 1680 J ug’kg LMSBO79 27 340-710 180 NA 100,000,000 N NO BSL
84742 Di-n-butyt Phihalate 32 J 1,000 ug/kg LMSB132 29 340- 710 1000 NA 610,000 N NO BsL
206440 Fluoranthene 38 J 1,600 ug/kg LMSBO61 10727 340- 710 1600 - NA 230,000 N NO BSL
103395 indeno(1.2,3-c,d}pyrene 42 J 410 J ug/kg LMSBO61 4727 340- 710 410 NA 620 C YES CPAH
78591 isophorone 460 460 ug/kg LMSBO79 127 340 - 710 460 NA 510,000 Cc NO BSL
85018 Phenanthrene 28 J 430 ug/kg LMSB132 427 340- 710 430 NA 2,000,000 N NO BSL
129000 Pyrene 79 J 1,000 J ug/kg ] LMSBO61 r1d8 340- 710 1000 NA 230,000 N NO BSL
““The Florida Soll Cleanup Targe! Leve! (SCTL) was used.
() Minimumi d d Definitions:  N/A a Not Applicable
@) Background concentrations are not being used for this evaluation. NOD = Not Detected
[€)] ‘Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential velues equal to a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 SQL = Sampis Quantitation Limit
or a hazard quotient of 0.1 ! COPGC = Chemical of Potantial Concern )
{4) EPA Region IV does not usa comparisons 1o ARAR/TBC value 1o screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC values are prasented ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement/To Be Considered
: in the remedial goal option section, as appropriate. J = Estimated Value :
) R le Codes Selection R Infrequent D but A iated Historically (HIST) ’ n = Presumgtive avidence of material
Frequent Detection (FO) Y C = Carcinogenic U
Toxcity information Avaitable (TX) N N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Levals (ASL) W = Water
Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH) NF « Nontood O
F = Food
Delation Reason: Infrequent Detection {IFD)
Background Lavels (BKG) R
No Toxicity Information (NTX} [
Essential Nutrient (NUT) SN
Below Screaning Level (BSL) N

el




TABLE 2.1 (Continued)

OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
LONNIE C. MILLER
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium: Surtace Soil
Exposure Madium: Surtace Soil
Exposure Point: The Park
I I
CAS Chemical m 1) | Maximum | Units Location Detection Range of {[Concentration (2) 3} | Potentiat | Potentlst | COPC [Rationale for '
Number I " Minl Maxi Qualifler of { Freq Y s, lo Used for Background Screening |ARAR/TBC|ARAR/TBC| Flsg Contaminani
Concentration Qualifler Concentration Concentration Limits Screening Value Toxicity Valve Value Source QOeletion
. ] or Selection
7429905 Aluminum 500 20,000 my/kg 1MSBOSE T S¥S3 | NA 20,000 NA 7,600 N YES ASL
7440360 | Antimony 0.58 J 40 ¢4 mg/kg MPPSS13 33/48\ i 0.41.20 40 NA 31 N YES ASL
7440382 Arsenic 047 J 17.5 mg/kg LMSBOS1 40/52° 042-097 17.5 NA 0.39 [o] YES ASL
7440393 Barium 4.6 J 830 mp/kp LMSBOS6 5252 NA 830 NA 110* N YES ASL
7440417 Beryllium 0.062 J 021 J mo/kg LMSB0S6 19/52 0.053-0.41 0.2t NA 15 N NO BSL
7440439 | Cadmium 0.11 J 82 J mo/g MPSS05 41/52 0.081-0.24 82 NA 37 N YES ASL
Calcium 150 4 88,000 moig | LMSBO28 52/52 NA 88,000 NA NA NO NUT
18540299 | Chromium, Total - 23 J 160 mg/kg LMSBO38 49/52 1-12 160 NA 23 C YES ASL
7440484 | Coball 0.3 J 20 mg/kg LMSB132 40/53 0.18-1 20 NA 470 N NO BSL
7440508 Copper 1.4 J 4,200 J mg/kg LMSBO5? 51/53 150 - 660 4,200 NA 110° N YES ASL
57128 Cyanide 0.92 J 5.50 Jd mg/kg LMSBO51 17/47 0.49-1.3 55 o NA o N YES BSL
7439896 iron 430 220,000 mg/kg LMSB132 5353 NA 220,000 NA 2,300 N YES ASL
7439921 Lead 10 4,700 J mp/kg LMSB132 98/117 15- 65 4,700 NA 400 N YES ASL
*“The Fiarida Soil Cleanup Targst l.ovy (SGTL) was used.
™) Minimurvi detecte : Delinitions: N/A = Not Applicable
v (2) Background concentrations are not being used for this evaluation. ND = Not Detected
) Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential valugs equal to a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 SQL » Sarmgla Quantitation Limit
or @ hazard quotisnt ot 0.1 COPC a Chemical of Potential Concem
) EPA Region IV does not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC value 10 scraen CQPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC values are presented ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relsvant and Appropriate Requirement/To Be Considered
in the remadial goal oplion section, as appropriate. J = Estimatad Value
(S) Astionale Codes  Sei Intrequent Detection but Associaled Hi lly (HIST) NaP ot idence of rial
Frequent Datection (FO) C = Carcinogenic
Toxicity Information Available (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic &2
Above Screening Levels (ASL) W = Water
Carcinogenic PAHs gvaluated as a group (CPAH) NF = Nontood
F = Food \O
Deletion Reason: Infrequant Delection (IFD) '
Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxicity Information {NTX)

Essential Nutdent (NUT)
Below Screening Levet (BSL)

)

\

vee




TABLE 2.1 (Continued)

OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
LONNIE C. MILLER

Scenario Timeframe:
Medium:

Exposure Medium;
Exposure Paint;

Future
Surtace Soil
Surface Soil
The Park

I I I | I I
CAS Chemica! ) (1) | Maximum | Unhs Locatlon Detection Range of liConcentration ) 3 | potentiat | Potenttal | copC |Rationate for {
Number L Maxi Qualifler of Maximum | Frequency Detection Used lor Background Screening |ARAR/TBC|ARAR/TBC| Flag Contaminant
Concenimtion Qualifier Cancentration Concentration Limits Screening Value Toxicity Value Valus .| Source Detetion
. or Selection
7439954 Magnesium 30 4 6,300 mg/kg LMSBO28 53/53 NA 6,300 NA NA NO NUT
- 7438965 Manganese ] 3 1.600 mg/kg LMS8135 53/53 NA 1,600 NA 180 N YES ASL
7438976 Mercury 0.0085 J 215 mg/kg LMSB051 47/50 0.0028 - 0.31 2.15 NA 23 N NO BSL
7440020 Nickel 0.4 J 290 J mg/k LMSB142 51/53 0.42-0.44 290 NA 110 N YES ASL
Potassium 21 J’ 880 J mgkg LMSB092 50/53 8.1-94 880 NA NA NO NUT
7782492 | Selenium 0.81 J ‘66 3 mokg | MPSS13 1353 04-2 7 NA 9 N NO asL
7440224 | Silver 0.22 J kil mokg LMSBOS6 44/53 0.18-0.24 3 NA 39 N NO BSL
7440235 | Sodium 48 J 1,500 J my/kg LMSB084 36/53 45-60 1,500 NA NA NO NUT
Thallium 2.9 J 93 JN mg/kg MPSS04 7153 053-1.9 9 NA 0.55 N YES ASL
7440622 Vanadium 1.3 J 28 J mg/kg LMSB09! 53/53 NA 28 NA 15 N YES ASL
7440666 2inc 6.0 5,800 mp/kg LMSB135 51/53 180 - 330 5,900 NA 2,300 N YES ASL
1746016 2,3,7,8-TCDD (TEQ) 0.048 J 67 ngig LMSB092 an NA 67 NA 39 [¢] YES ASL
**The Florida Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
{1) Mini Yrnad ) d i . Definitions: N/A = Not Applicable
{2) Background concentrations are no! belng used for this evaluation. ND = Not.Detected
3 Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential values equal to a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 SQL = Sampls Quantitation Limit
or & hazard guotient of 0.1 COPC = Chemical of Potential Concem
{4) EPA Ragion IV does not use comparisons to ARARV/TBC value to screen COPCs. Howevar, potential ARAR/TBC values are presented ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Reguirement/To Be Considarad
in 1he remedial goal oplion section, as appropriate. ' J = Eslimated Vaive
{5) Rationale Codes S inf D lon but As Historically (HIST) o n = Presumptive avidence of material
Froquent Detection (FD) A C « Carcinogenic

Detetion Reason:

Toxcity Information Avaitable (TX)

Above Screening Levels (ASL)
Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as 8 group (CPAH)

Intrequent Dstection (IFD)

‘Background Levels (BKG)

No Toxitity Information (NTX)
Essential Nutrient (NUT)
Below Screening Level (BSL)

N = Non-Carcinogenic

W = Water
NF = Nonfood
F = Food

9
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TABLE 2.2
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN ;
. JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
LONNIE C. MILLER
i
|Scenario Timeframe: Future
|Medium: Subsurtace Soil
Exposure Medi Subsurface Soll
Exposure Point: The Park
— T | | l 1 T I
CAS Chemical m M | Maximum | uUnits | Location Delection Range of |[Concentration () (3} | potential | Potentiat | CcOPC |Rationale for {
Number . A Min M Qualitier of M. Freq y Detecii Used for Background Screening {ARAR/TBC|ARAR/TBC{ Flag Contaminant
' Concentration | Qualifter Concentraiion Conceniration Limits Screening Value Toxicity Value [ Valus | Source Deletion
. . or Selection
308002 | Aldrin 0.15 J 0.23 J ug/kg LMSB318 2/24 1.8 -25 023 NA 28 (o] NO BSsL
57749 | Alpha-Chlordane 2 087 J 68 ug/kg LMSB8051 124 2-25 68 NA 1,600 [} NO BSL
319846 (| Alpha BHC - 028 J 96 J ug/kg LMSB313 R4 18-25 9.6 NA 980 Cc NO st
315857 |Beta BHC 6.7 J 6.7 J ugkg LMSB313 1724 18-25 67 ' NA 320 c NO BSL
Delta BHC 22 J 22 J ugg LMSBoas 1/24 18-25 22 . NA 320 C NO BSL
60571 | Dleldrin 0.65 J 72 J ugkg MPSS05 10724 34-48 .48 NA 30 [+ YES ASL
72208 |Endrin . 11 J 9 J ughkg LMS5B0as Y24 34-48 9 NA 1,800 N. NO BSL !
72208 |Endrin Aldchydo 0.58 J 36 J ughkg LMSBO6O 324 34.48 36 NA 1,800 N NO BSL !
58899 |Gamma BHC 0.085 J 2 J ug/kg LMSB313 . 224 1.8-25 2 NA 440 c NO BSL '
57749 Gamma-Chlordane . 0.84 J 615 ughkg LMSBOS51 13724 2-25 61.5 NA 1,600 C NO BSL 5
1024573 | Heptachior Epoxide 0.57 J 24 J up/kg LMSBOS1 2724 10-25 24 NA 53 o} NO 8sL
72548 |p,p-DOD . 21 4 48 ug’kg LMsaoat 12/24 38-48 48 NA 2,400 [ NO ast
72559 |p.p-0O0E F4 J 55 . ughkg LMSBO81 |- 11724 35-48 55 NA 1,700 c NO BsL
50293 |pp-DOT 1.2 J 472 ug/kg LMSB132 10724 35-48 472 NA 1,700 c NO asL
53469219 | PCB-1242 (Arochlor 1242 75 ' 75 ugkg MPSBOS 1724 34- 480 75 NA 220 c NO BSL
12672298 | PCB-1248 (Arochior 1240 . 36 J 2550 J ugkg LMSBO056 24 34 - 440 2250 NA 20 C YES ASL
11097691 [ PCB-1254 (Arochlor 1254 460 J 2800 ughkg | MPSBOSS 24 34 .440 2800 NA 220 c YES ASL
11096825 | PCB-1260 (Arachior 1zeoﬁ 3s . 210 J upko LMS8061 624 34 - 480 210 NA 220 o] NO asc
108883 | Toluene 3 J 3 J ugkg MPSB04 14 11-12 3 NA ° 59,000 N NO BSL
2-Methyinaphthalene 34 J 50 J ugkg LMSBI13 23 360 - 2200 50 NA 5,600 N NO BSL
106478 | 4-Chioroaniline 14 J 85 J ug/kg LMSBOS6 223 340 - 4400 85 NA 240,000 N NO B8SL
*“The Florida Soit Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
m Minimum/maximum detectad concentration. Detinitions; N/A = Not Applicable
(2) Background concentrations are not being used for this evatuation. ' . NO = Not Detected
@ Reglon 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential values equal to a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 SQL = Sampis Quantitation Limit
or a hazard quotient of 0.1 : COPC 2 Chemical of Potential Concem
4) EPA Region IV does not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC value to screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC values are presented ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relsvant and Appropriate Requi WTo Be Considered
In the remedial goat option saction, as appropriate. . J = Eslimated Value .
(5) Ratlonale Codes Selection Reason,  Infrequent Dstection but Associated Historically (HIST) n = Presumptive evidence of material
Frequent Detection (FD) C = Carcinogenic o
Toxicity iMormation Avaitable (TX) i N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Leveis {ASL) W = Water O
Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH) ;ﬂ: ; ;ioo;ﬂood
Deletion Reason: Infrequent Detection (IFD)
' Background Levels (BKG) )
No Toxicity information (NTX) fan)
Essentlal Nutrient (NUT) N
Below Screening Level (BSL)
N
(@)



TABLE 2.2 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
LONNIE C. MILLER
-
Scenario Timeframe: -  Future
Medium: Stibsurtace Soll
Exposure Medium: Subsurface Soll
|Exposure Point: The Park
T I I | T L: I T T
CAS Chemical (U] () | Maximum | Units | Locatlon Detection Range of ||Concentration (2) {3} | potential | Potential | COPC |Rationale for {
Number Minimum Minimum Maximum Quatifier of Maximum | Frequency Detection Used lor Background Screening [ARAR/TBC|ARAR/TBC| Fiag Contaminant
Concentration Qualitier Concentrallon Concentration] Limits Screening Valus Toxiclty Value Value Source ' Deletion
or Selection
120127 | Anthracena 30 J 200 J ug/kg LMSB079 5/23 380 - 2200 200 NA 2200000 N NO BSL
83329 | Acenaphthene 73 J 200 J ug/kg {MSBO79 2723 340 - 2200 200 NA 370,000 N NO 8sL
Acenaphthylene 27 J 52 J up/kg LMSB313 223 360 - 2200 52 NA 1,100,000** N NO BSL
56553 | Benzo{ajanthracens 33 J 230 J ug’kg LMSB318 23 45 - 2200 230 NA 620 c YES CPAH
50028 | Benzo(a)pyrene 64 J 850 ug/kg LMSB318 me 55.5 - 500 650 NA 62 c YES ASL
205992 | Benzo(b)fiuoranthene N J 960 ugkg LMSB312 6/20 77.5 - 2200 960 NA 620 [+ YES ASL
Benzo(g.h.))perytene 39 J 460 ug/kg wseat2 6723 120- 220 460 NA 2,300,000 C NO BSL
205992 | Benzo(k)fluoranthens 81 J 170 J ug/kg LMS8318 ¥23 49 - 2200 170 NA 620 c YES CPAH
117817 { bis(2-athyihexyl) P l 59 J 1800 ug/kg MPSB05 12123 340 - 560 1800 NA 35,000 [ NO BSL
86748 | Carbazole 32 J 110 J ug/kg LMSB079 4723 360 - 2200 110 NA 24,000 o] NOQ 8sL
218019 |Chrysene 26 J 890 ug/kg LMSB079 73 41.5 - 2200 890 NA 62,000 C YES CPAH
§3703 | Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 120 J 120 J ughg LMSBO79 124 340 - 2200 120 NA 62 c YES ASL
132649 | Dibenzofuran 68 J 66 J ug/kg LMSB079 1723 340 - 2200 68 NA 29,000 N NO 85l
84742 | Di-n-butyl Phthalate 41 J 43 J ug/kg LMSB8061 2723 340 - 2200 43 NA NA NO NUT
208440 | Fluoranthene 4 J 1300 ug/g 1LMSB079 9723 410 - 2200 1300 NA 230,000 N NO BSL
86737 | Fluorens 59 J 130 J ugig LMSB079 423 3860 - 2200 130 NA 260,000 N NO BSL
103395 | Indeno{1,2,3-c.d)pyrene 93 J 430. J ug/kg LMSB312 7723 38 - 2200 430 NA 620 [ YES CPAH
91203 | Naphthalene 34 J . 110 J upkyg LMSBO79 2723 360 - 2200 110 NA §,600 N NO 1R
85018 | Phenanthrene 25 J 1000 ug/kg LMS8152 7123 400 - 2200 1000 NA - 2,000,000** N NO BSL
128000 | Pyrene 120 J 1600 J upkg LMSBO79 623 380 - 2200 1600 NA 230,000 N NO BSL
**The Florida Soll Cleanup Target Leve! (SCTL) was used.
(4] Mini el G i Definitions: N/A = Not Applicable
(2 Background concantrations ase not being usad for this evaluation, NO = Not Detected
()] Region @ Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential values equal to a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 SQL = Sample Quantitation Limit
or a hazard quotient of 0.1 COPC = Chemical of Potential Concem
(4) EPA Reglon IV does not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC value to scraen COPCs. However, polential ARAR/TBC values are presented ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relavant and Appropriate Requirement/To Be C ed
in the remedial goal option section, as appropriate. . J = Estimaied Value
(5) Rationale Codes  Sel R D but Associated Hi lly (HIST) n = Presumptive evidence of material
Frequent Detaction (FD) C = Carcinogenic )
Toxicity Information Avallable (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic =h
Above Scraening Leveis (ASL} W = Water
Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH) :‘Jf;" : gloo;ﬂow pNa
Deletion Reason: Infrequert Detection (IFD) )
. Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxicity information (NTX)
’ 2

Essential Nutrient (NUT)
Below Screening Level (BSL)

LSS




TABLE 2.2 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE; DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

Delation Raason:

q

Frequent Detection (FD)
Toxicily information Avallable (TX)
Above Screening Levels (ASL)

C

Ic PAHS eval

Infraquent Detaction (IFD)

Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxlcity information (NTX)
Essential Nutrlen (NUT)
Below Screaning Level (BSL)

ed as & group {CPAH)

C = Carcinogenic
N = Non-Carcinogenic
W = Water

NF = Nonfood
¥ = Food

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
LONNIE C. MILLER
Scenarlo Timetrame: Future
{{Medium: Subsurface Sofl
Exp Moedi Subsurface Soit
L_E‘_é_nosme Point: The Park .
[ [ N [ { {
CAS Chemical m () | Maximum | Units | Location: | Detection Range of [[Concentration () 3} | potentiat | Potential | COPC |Rationaté for ¢
Number Minimum Minimum Maximum Qualitier of Maxi Freq y D Used for Background Screening |ARAR/TBC|ARAR/TBC! Flag Contaminant
Concentration Qualifler Concentration [+ Limhs Screening Vailue Toxicity Value Vatue Source Deletion
) or Setection
7429905 | Aluminum 1,300 26,000 mokg | LMSBO24 42/42 NA 26,000 NA 7600 N YES ASL |
7440360 | Antimony 2 J 73 my/kg LMSBO57 Va2 0.56-2 73 NA s N YES ASL I
7440382 | Arsenic 0.68 J 58 mg/kg LMSB074 39742 052-17 58 NA 033 c YES ASL
7440393 | Barium 14 J 1400 mgikg LMSB09Y 42/42 NA 1400 NA 110°° N YES ASL
7440417 | Beryllium 0.068 J 1.4 mg/kg LMSB132 26741 0.067 - 0.6 14 NA 15 N NO BSL
7440439 | Cadmium 0.21 N 100 mykg LMSBO060 4042 0.32-0.22 100 NA a7 N YES ASL
Calclum 830 J 44,000 mgkg MPSBO4 4242 NA 44,000 NA NA NO NUT
18540299 | Chromium, Total 6.1 J 370 mpkg LMSB036 42/42 NA 370 NA 2 c YES ASL
7440484 {Cobat 04 J 28 J mg/kg LMSBO51 42/43 0.22-022 28 NA 470 N NO asL
7440508 | Copper 7. a1 5,000 mg/kg LMSB037 42/42 NA 5,000 NA 110 N YES ASt
57125 | Cyanide ] "oss J 78 J mokg | LMSBO28 21/42 0.53-3.3 76 NA 1.3 N YES ASL
74398968 | iron - 2,400 J 290,000 J mg/kg LMSBO58 41/41 NA 290.900 NA 2,300 N YES ASL
7439921 |lead 14 J 4,300 mg/kg LMSBO16 126218 10- 56 4,300 NA 400 N YES ASL
**The Florida Soif Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
(3}] Minm Definitions: N/A = Not Applicable
{2) Background concentrations are not being used for this evaluation. ND = Not Detected
3 Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential values equal to a carcinogenic risk of 10-8 SQL = Sample Quantitation Limit
of a harard quotient ot 0.1 COPC = Chemical of Poteniial Concern
“) EPA Region IV does not use comparisons 10 ARAR/TBC valus 1o screen COPCs. However, potential ARARVTBC values are presented ARAR/TBC = Appli or Rel and Appropriate Aequl /Ta Ba Considered
. in the remedial goal option section, as appropriate. ) J = Estimated Value
) Rati Codes Selection R Inf Detection but Associated Historically (HIST) n=P ive avidence of I '

S
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TABLE 2.2 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
: JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
LONNIE C. MILLER

Scenario Timeframe: Future
| Medium: Subsuriace Soil
Exp Medi Subsurtace Soil .
|Exposure Point. The Park
| | | ! ! | 1
CAS Chemical (U] ) | Maximum | Units Locatlon Detection Range of Eoncemmuon @ (3) | potentia) | Potential | COPC |Raticnate for ¢
Number Minimum Minimum Maximum Qualitier of Max, Freq y D lon Used for Background S ing |ARAR/TBC|ARAR/TBC| Flag Contaminant
Concentration |  Qualifier Concentration : Concentration| Limits Screening Value Toxiclty Value |  Valus Source " Delellon
or Selection
7439954 | Magnesium 140 J 3,900 J mo/kg LMSB152 42/42 NA 6,300 NA NA NO NUT
7439965 |Manganese 1k 5,700 J mg/kp LMSB026 a4 NA 5,700 NA 180 N YES ASL
7439976 | Mercury 0.0097 J 5.1 J mg/kg LMSB08S 40/42 0.05-0.2 5.1 NA 23 N YES ASL
7440020 } Nicke! 18 J 1800 mgkg |- LMSBO79 42/42 NA 1800 NA 110° N YES ASL
Potassium 47 J 1700 mg/kg LMSB026 42/42 NA 1700 NA NA NO NUT
Selenlum 0.81 J 19 mg/kg LMSB060 1242 044-289 19 NA 39 N NO . BSL
7440224 | Silver 0.27 J 23 mg/kg LMSBOS9 36/42 0211 23 NA 39 N NO 8sL
7440235 | Sodium 61 J 3700 mg/kg LMSB026 37142 51-210 3700 NA NA NO NUT
Thallium 0.78 J 12 J mg/kg MPSB0S 8/42 059-4 12 NA 0.55 N YES ASt,
7440622 | Vanadium . 38 J 49 J4 mg/kg LMSB017 42/42 NA 49 NA 15 N YES ASL
7440666 | Zinc 76.0 . 4,100 J moig LMSB135 41/44 NA 4100 NA 2,300 N YES ASL
1746018 12,3,7,.8-TCOD gEOl 39 93 n LMSBO0S1 3 NA 93 NA 39 C YES ASL
**The Florida Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
(1) Mini /mrax d d cor i Definitions: N/A = Not Applicable
2) Background concentrations are not being used for this evaluation. ND = Not Detected
3} Region § Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) Novembar 2000, residential values equal 1o a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 S0L = Sample Quantitation Limit
or a hazard quotient of 0.1 COPC = Chemical of Potential Concem
@) "EPA Region IV does not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC value 1o screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC values are presenied ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Rel and Appropriate Req /To Be Considered
in the remedial goal option section, as appropriate. . J = Eslimated Value
) Rationale Codes  Selection R infrequent D but Associated Hi y (HIST) n=P pth id of t
Frequent Detection (FD) C = Carcinogenic
Toxicity information Available (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Levels (ASL) . W = Water
Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH) NF = Nonfood
. F = Food
Deletion Reason. * " Infrequent Detection (IFD) (@2
Background Levels (BKG}
No Toxiclty Information (NTX} O
Essential Nutrent (NUT)
Below Screening Lavel (BSL)

6528



TABLE 2.3-

OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH JITE

LONNIE C. MILLER
| Scenario Timetrame: Future
Mediun Sediment
Exposura Point; The Park
T | 1 [ ] T
CAS Chemical - (1) [Maximum|  Units Location Detectlon Range of |[Concentration @) {3) | potential | Potentiat | copc Rationale tor (9
Number Mint Maxl Qualifier of Maximum | Freq Y v, Used for Background Screening |ARAR/TBCIARAR/TBC| Flag Contaminant .
Concentration | Qualifier] Concentration Concenlration] Limits Streening Value Toxiclty Value Value Source Detetion
of Selection
§7749 | Alpha-Chiordana /2 1 Jd 1.8 J up/kg LMSWO10 Vs 1.1-5.1 1.8 NA 1,600 c NO BSL
57749 Gurma-Chlotdam P 0.78 J 2 J ug/kg LMSWO10 2/4 0.76-5.4 2 NA 1,600 [o] NO BSL
72559 |p.p-DDE - -, 037 J 7.1 J ughg LMSWO08 44 0.37-7.1 I ‘NA 1,700 C NO st
50203 |p,p-DDT IV as J 4 J ug'kg LMSWO008 24 2834 34 NA . 1700 C NO 8sL
1.1E+007 {PCB-1260 (Arochior 1260) ‘a7 J 470 J ug'kg LMSW008 kIZ} 37-410 410 NA 220 [} YES ASL
56553 | Benzo(a)anthracene 35 J 35 J ug/kg LMSW008 14 35-35 35 NA 620 c NO BSL
117817 | bis(2-ethylhexyl) Pithalate n J 2800 J up’kg LMSW004 44 73-2800 2800 NA 35,000 o] NO 8SL
218019 | Chrysene 38 J 38 J ugkg LMSW008 1/4 39--38 38 NA 62,000 c NO BSL
85018 | Phenanthrene 29 J 29 J upkg LMSW008 174 29-29 29 NA 2,000,000°° N NO BSL
*“The Floride Soil Cleanup Targel Level (SCTL) was used.
{1} Mind r ! d ¢ Delinitions: N = Not Applicabla’,
@ Background concenirations are not being used for this evaluation. ND = Not Datected
) Region 8 Prefiminary Remadiation Goals (PRGs) Novambar 2000, residentiat values equal 1o a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 SQL = Samgle Quantitation Lirmit
or & hazard quotignt of 0.1 . . COPC = Chemical of Potential Concemn
4) EPA Ragion IV does not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC value to screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC values are presented ARARNTBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirément/To Be Considerad
In the remedial goal option section, as appropriate. J = Eslimated Value
(5) Rationala Codes  Selection Reason: Infrequent D but Assoclated Historically (HIST) n = Presumptive evidence of material
Frequent Detection (FD) C = Carcinogenic
Toxicity Information Available (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Above Screening Levels (ASL) W s Water
Carci ic PAHs evalusted as a group (CPAH) NF = Nontood
F = Food N
Deletion Reason: infrequent Detection (IFD)
Background Levels (BKG)

’ No Toxicity Information (NTX)
 Essential Nutrient (NUT)
Below Screening Level (BSL)

S
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TABLE 2,3 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

No Toxicily Information (NTX)
Essential Nutrisnt (NUT)
Below Screening Leve! (BSL)

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
LONNIE C. MILLER
Scenario Timeframe; Future
Medium: Sediment
Exposure Mediur: Sedimont
|Exposure Point: The Park
| [ [ { { | [ :
CAS Chemical (1) (1) Maximum|  units Localion Detection Range of |Concentration ) (3) | potential | Potentiai | coPC Ratlonale for {4)
Number M { Qualitier of Freq y O | Used for ground S ing |ARAR/TBCIARAR/TBC| Flag Contaminant
Concentration | Quallfiler] Concentration Concentratlon Limits Screening Valus Toxiclty Value Vaius Source Deletlon
or Seleclion
7429905 | Aluminum 1,400 3,300 mg/kg LMSW008 4/4 NA 3,300 NA 7,600 N NO 8stL
7440360 | Antlimony 12 J 18 J mo/kg LMSW008 a4 " NA 18 NA 3.1 N YES ASL
7440382 |Arsenic 27 12 mg/kg LMSW008 4/4 NA 12 NA .39 o] YES ASL
7440393 | Barium 52 J 240 mo/kg LMSW008 4/4 NA 240 NA 110" N YES ASL
7440417 | Beryllium 0.077 J 0.092 J mog LMSWO008 24 0.063-0.092 0.092 NA 15 N NO 8sL
7440439 jCadmium 1 td 2.9 J mg/kg LMSW004 4/4 NA 23 NA 37 N NO BSL
Calcium 2,500 12,000 mo/kg LMSWO01 a4 NA 12,000 NA _NA NO NUT
18540299 | Chromium, Total 38 61 mo/kQ LMSWO00S LCh NA 61 NA 23 c YES ASL
7440464 {Cobait 091 J 5.3 J mo/xg LMSW004 4/4 NA 6.3 NA 470 N NO 8sL
7440508 | Copper 220 500 mokg LMSWO005 4/4 NA 500 NA 110° N YES ASL
7439896 |ron 4,500 84,000 mo/kg LMSW004 44 NA 84,000 NA 2,300 N YES ASL
7439921 |Lead 91.0 600 mg/kQ LMSW008 4/4 NA 600 NA 400 N YES ASL
**The Florida Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
) Minimunvmaximum detected concentration. Detinitions: N/A = Not Apglicable
(2) Background concentrations are not being used for this avaluation. ND = Not Datacted
{3) - Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) November 2000, residential values cqual 10 a carcinogenic risk of 10-6 SQL = Sample Quantitation Limit
ar a hazard quotient of 0.1 COPC = Chemical of Potential Concern
4) EPA Region IV does not use comparisons 1o ARAR/TBC value to screen COPCs. Howaver, potential ARAR/TBC values are presenied ARAR/TBC = Apglicable or Relavant and Appropriate Roquvremsnt/T o Be Considered
in the remedial goal oplion section, as appropriate. J = Estimated Value
(5) Rationale Codes  Selectio” A "'. quent Detection but A d Historically (HIST) ' n = Presumptive evidence of material
e Frequent Datection (FD) C = Carcinogenic
" Toxicity information Available (TX) N = Non-Carcinoganic
Above Screening Levels (ASL) W = Water
Cartinogenic PAHS svaluated as a group (CPAR) NF = Nonfood
F = Food (&)
Deletion Reason: Infrequent Detection (iFD)
Background Lévels (BKG) O

AR




TABLE 2.3 (Continued)

OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE

LONNIE C. MILLER

| Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium: Sedimant
Exposure Madium Sediment
|Exposure Point; The Park
] I | I
cas Chemicat ) i m Mn)mumv Uniis Locatlon Detection Range of [[Concentration (3{ . 3) | Potential | Potentlal | COPC Rationale for (4) _
Number Minimum Minimum| . Maximum Qualitier of Mant Freq Y D Used for Background Screening |ARARTBC|ARARTBC| Flsg Contaminant
Concentration | Qualifier| Concentration C lo Limits Sereening Value Toxiclty Value | Value Source Detetion
. or Setection
7439954 | Magnesium 180 oW 670 J mg/kg LMSW008 4/4 NA 670 NA NA NO NUT
7439965 |Manganese a3 Jd 280 J mg/xg LMSWO004 4/4 NA 200 NA 180 N YES - ASL
7439976 | Mercury 0.1 J 0.45 J kg LMSW008 4/4 NA 045 NA 23 N NO BSL
7440020 | Nickel 10 52 mo/g LMSWO004 4/4 NA 52 NA 110 N NO BSL
Potassium 100 J 180 J mo/kg LMSW008 4/4 NA 180 NA NA NO NUT
Selenium 1.8 16 . mpkg LMSW008 174 0.48-0.67 1.6 NA 39 N NO 8SL
7440224 |} Sitver 093 4 34 J mgkg LMSW008 4/4 NA 34 NA 39 N NO BSL
7440235 | Sodium 300 J 300 d mo/kg LMSWO08 174 54-150 | 300 NA NA NO NUT
7440622 |Vanadium 2 J 6.9 J mg/kg LMSW008 44 NA 69 NA 15 N NO 8sL
7440666 | Zinc 290 J 750 J mg/kg LMSWoot 4/4 NA 750 NA 2,300 N NO BSL
**The Florida Soil Cleanup Target Level (SCTL) was used.
n Minimum/maximum d Definiions:  N/A = Not Applicable
@ Background concentrations are not being used for this evaluation. ND = Not Detected
(3) Reglon 8 Praliminary Remediation Goals {PRGs) November 2000, residential values equal 10 a carcinogenic risk of 10-8 SQL = Sample Quantitation Limit
or & hazard quotient of 0.1 ) COPC = Chermical of Potential Concern
(4) EPA Region IV does not use comparisons to ARAR/TBC value to screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC values are presented ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement/To Be Considared
in the remedial goal option section, as appropriate. J = Estimated Valus
&3] Rati Codes Selection A Infrequent D\ but A Historically (HIST) n = Prosumptive evidence of material
Fragueni Detection (FD) C = Carcinogenic
Toxcity information Avaitable (TX) N = Non-Carcinogenic
Abave Screening Levels (ASL) W 2 Water
Ci genic PAMHs evaluated as 8 group (CPAH) NF = Nonfood
. F = Food
Delation Reason: {ntrequent Detection (IFD) .
Background Levels (BKG) .
No Toxcity Information (NTX) ~. O
Essential Nutrient (NUT) N
Bolow Screening Level (BSL) \O
o

che




TABLE 2.4
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE ’
LONNIE C. MILLER
Scenario Timeframe: CurnentFuture
Medum Surface Water .
Exposura Medium: Surface Water
l‘ Exposure Point: Unnamed Trbutary
‘ I ! { v | @
CAS Chemical (1) (H{Maximum| Units | Location | Detection Range of  JConcentration (2X )| Ppotentiat Potentlat | coPC Ratlonate for
Number Minlmum Minimum Maximum Quatifier of Freq y D ) Usedfor | ] d S ing ARAR/TBC ARARTBC Flag Contaminant
Concentration Qualifier Concentration [+ t Limlts Screening Value Toxicity Value Valua Source Deletion
. . ) or Selaction
Methylena Chiloride 25 J 285 J v/l LMSWO009 14 10 25 NA 4.7 [+ NOQ BsL
Benzo{a)anthracene 062 J 0.97 Jo ugh LMSWO007 a1 10 097 NA 0.0044 c YES ASL
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.56 J 095 J ugh. LMSWO007 M 10 0.95 NA 0.0044 [} YES ASL
Benzo(b)fuoranthene 13 3 13 J upL LMSWO007 m 10 13 NA 0.0044 C YES ASL
3 Benzo(k)lluoranthene 13 J 1.3 J ult. LMSW007 " 10 13 T ONA 0.0044 C YES ASL
Benzyl Butyl Phihalate 0.69 J 0.69 J wl | LMswoor m 10 0.69 NA 3,000 c NO 8st.
bis(2-ethythexyf)phthalate 1.6 J 16 J ug/l. LMSWO15 i 21-10 1.6 | NA 18 C NO asL
Chrysene 061 J - 11 J wi | Lmswoo? 71 10 11 NA 0.0044 c YES ASL
Oi-n-Butyl Phthalale 0.36 J 0.36 J upht LMSW009 111 10 0.36 NA 2,700 N NO 8sL
Dl-n-Octyiphthalate 1.8 J 1.8 J ugiL LMSWO007 11 10 1.8 NA NE N YES X
Fluoranthene 073 J 076 J uplL LMSW024 21 10 0.76 NA 300 N NQ 8sL
*The Florida Surface Water Targel Levels were used.
) Minimumymaxi d concerfration, Oefinitions: N/A « Not Applicable
@ Background concentrations are not being used lor this evaluation. ND = Not Detected
{3) U.S. EPA National Recommendad Watar Quality Criteria-Correction April 1999, husnan healtt: ‘or consumption of water and organism values NE = Not Established
{4 EPA Reglon 1V does not use comparisons to ARARVTBC vatue to screen COPCs. Howevaer, polential ARAR/TBC values are preseniad SQL = Sample Quantitation Limit
In the remecdlal goal option section, as appropriate. . COPC = Chemical of Potential Concemn
(5)  Rationalo Codes Seloction Reason: frequent Datection but Associated Hisloricatly (HIST) ARAR/TBC = Applicablo of F and Appropriate Requirement/To Be Considered
Frequent Detection (FO) J = Estimated Value -
Toxicity Information Available (TX) ’ n e Prasumptive evidence of matenal
Above Screening Levels (ASL) . B C = Carcinogenic
Ci ganic PAHs sval d as 8 group (CPAM) - N « Non-Carcinogenic
Deletion Reason: Infrequent Detection (IFD)
i Background Levels (BKG)
‘] No Toxicity Infarmation (NTX) '
| Essential Nutrient (NUT)
‘1 Bolow Screening Level (BSL)
'\ (6) Screening vatue for endrin used. ’ 1
l () Screening value for Pyrene was used : -
i
t O
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TABLE 2.4 (Continued)
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

JACKSONVILLE ASH SITE
) LONNIE C. MILLER ,
Scenaro Time! Current/Future \
Mediun Surlace Water
Exposure Medium: Surace Water
Exposure Point; Unnamed Tributary
I I T 1 | ] I ] a
CAs Chemical m : . (1){Maximum/ Units | Location | Detection Rangeof  [Concentration @) @) potential Potential | COPC |  Rationate for
Number Minimum Minlmum Maximum Quatlfier of MaxH Freq y D t Used jor Background Screening ARARTBC ARAR/TBC Flag Contaminant
Concentration Quslifter Concentration Cancenlration] Limlis Sﬁ!enlnu Value Toxicity Value Vaiue Saurce Deletlon
or Salection |
7429905 | Aluminum 028 ) 585 up/L LMSWO012 720} 007-02 5.85 NA 13 N NO BSL '
7440382 { Arsenic 00103 3 0.00 uglL LMSW010 11 0.0032 - 0.00495 003 NA 0.018 C YES ASL )
7440393 | Barlum 0.024 J 1.1 ug/l LMSWO10 111 NA 1.1 NA NE N YES ™
7440439 | Cadmium 0.0039 J 0.0048 ug/L LMSWO010 k20 0.00071 0.0048 NA NE N YES X )
Calcium 58 _ 170 ugl LMSWO014 AATARI NA 170 NA NE NO NUT l
18540293| Chromium, Total 0.0175 0.045 up/t. LMSWO010 211 0.0017 - 0.00355 0045 NA NE Cc YES ™
7440484 | Cobaht 0.0019 J 0.0019 upL LMSWO010 i 0.0014 0.0019 NA NE N YES TX |
7440508 | Copper 0.0026 J 0.29 ug/L. LMSW010 411 0.0013 - 0.0053 0.29 NA 1.300 N NO BSL
57125 |Cyanide 0.0057 J 0.015 ugL LMSWO015 /A% 0.005-0.012 0.015 NA 700 N NO BSL !
7439896 | Iron 0.35 160 ugl | LMSWO10 (ATIT] NA 160 NA 300 - N NO 8sL :
7433921 [ Lead 0.0018 J 03 up/l LMSWO10 11 0.0015 - 0.0056 03 NA 0.01s N YES ASL ]
7439954 { Magnesium 9 340 ugll | LMSWO13 1 NA 340 NA NE N NO NUT
7439965 [ Manganese 0.110 070 - uph. UMSWO12 11 0.0074 - 0.0097 0.70 NA 50 N NO BSL ,
7439976 | Mercury 0.000265 0.00044 ught MSWO10 1t 0 000072 0.00044 NA 0.050 N NO BSL '
7440020 | Nickel 0.0125 J 0.022 up/L LMSWO010 11 0.0047 0.022 NA 610 N NO BSL
Potassium 18 3 130 ugh LMSW013 [RIAN] NA 130 NA NE N NO NUT
7440224 | Siver 0.0022 J 0.0032 up/lL LMSWO10 211 0.0019 0.0032 NA NE N YES T l
(7440235 | Sodum " 2,700 ug/lL LMSWO013 i NA 2,700 NA NE NO NUT
7440622 { Vanadium 0.0033 J 0.024 ugll LMSWO10 511 0.0022 - 0.004 0.024 NA NE N YES ™
7440658 { Zinc N 0.0065 J 0.78 upghL LMSWO010 7 0.0059 - 0.024 0.78 NA 9,100 N NO BSL
“The Florida Surtace Walar Target Levels wers used. N
4] Minimunymaximum detocted concenteation. ' Delinltions: N/A = Not Applicable
@ Background concentrations are not being used for this evaluation. ND = Not Detected
) U.S. EPA National Recommended Water Quality Criteria-Carrection Apri 1999, human hesith lor consumption of water and org values NE = Not Eslablished
(4) EPA Region IV doas nat use comparisons to ARAR/TBC valua 10 screen COPCs. However, potential ARAR/TBC values are presented SOL » Sample Quantitation Limit

&)

(6
@

in the remedial goal option section, as appropriate.

Rationale Codes  Selection Reason: Irifreq but A
Frequent Detection (FD)
Toxicity information Available (TX)
Above Screening Lavels (ASL)
Carcinogenic PAHs evaluated as a group (CPAH)

4 Datoct

ated Historically (HIST)

Deletion Reason: Infraquent Detection (IFD)
Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxicity information (NTX)

e Essential Nutdent (NUT)

. 17 “a " Below Scresning Level (BSL)

Screening value lor endrin used. :

Screaning value {or pyrane used.

COPC = Chemical of Potential Concem

ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirernent/’To Be Considered

J = Estimated Value

n = Presumplive svidence of material
C = Cartinogenic

N = Non-Carcinogenic




’ TABLE 2.5 .
OCCURRENCE, DISTRIBUTION AND SELECTION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
P JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
R o LONNIE C. MILLER
liScanarto Timelrame: ~ Future
Medium: Groundwaler
Exposure Medium: Groundwater
ute Point. Surficlal Aquifer
T @
cAs Chemicat 1Y) W | Maximum Units Location Detection Rengeof  [{Concentration @ ) | potenuat | Potentiat | cOPC !  Rationate tor
Number [ Quaiitisr of Maxi; F Yy [ Used tor Background Screening ARAR/ ARAR/ Flag Contaminant
Concentration Qualifier Concentration C Limitg Screening Value Toxicity Vatue T8C T8C Daletion
Value Source of Selection
115297 | Aipha sndoaulfan 0.003 J 0.013 J up LMMWOO? 16 005. 0.013 NA 22 N NO asL
7610 1,1,2-Trichloro-1,2,2-Trifluorosthane 0.32 J 032 upt. LMMWO02 116 10 0.32 NA 590 N NO BSsL
156592 cis-1,2-Dichlorosthylene 16 s ught LMMWO0O05 18 10 16 NA 61 N YES ASL
75014 Vinyt Chiotide 054 J 0.54 J uph. LMMW005 V6 10 0.54 NA 002 ¢ YES ASL
Cresols, M&P 75 % upt LMMW007 Vg 10 75 NA 18 N YES ASL
108952 Phenol 17 . uoL tMMWO0? e 10 17 NA 2200 N NO B8sL
TA29905 Alumioum 275 075 molL LMMWO001 6 0.27 0.75 0.02 36 N NO 8BSt
7440393 Barum 07 J 013 J mpl. LMMWOO4 o6 NA 0.3 0.03 026 N NO ast
7440439 | Cagmium 0.0034 , d 0.0034 4 molL LMMWOO04 16 000071 00034 ND 000108 N YES ASL
Calclum 5 J 84 L LMMWOO4 6 NA a 52 NA NO NUT
7440484 Cobant 0.0028 J 0.0028 - J mp. LMMWO004 176 0.0014 0.0028 ND 022 N NO BSL
7439896 iron 0.35 12 mgi. LMMW004 86 NA 1.2 39 1.1 N NO BKG
7439921  |Lead 0.0019 J 0.0028 mo LMMWO05 6 0.0015-0,88 0.0028 89 0015 N NO 8sL
7439954 Manpaness 0.05 ) 0.6 mg/iL LMMWO003 56 0.0052 0.16 . 0.013 ‘0088 N YES ASL
7439985 Megnesium, 0.082 . 12 mgL LMMWO04/05 [ NA 12 1.3 NA NO NUT
7440020 Nicke! 0.0058 J 0.0058 J mpt LMMWO04 e 0.0047 0.0058 ND 0073 N NO BSL
Polassium 0.65 J 64 mpl. LMMWO04 &6 NA 8.4 0.86 NA NO NUT
7440235 Soﬂzg\ 4 J a7 mplL LMMWOO04 6 NA 47 7.4 NA NO NUT
" Mink Definitions; /A = Not Appilcabls
@ Background concentrations arg not being used for this avahuation. NO o Not,Datecled
(] Region § Pretminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) Novembar 2000, lap water valides equal 10 & carcinogsnic risk of 10-6 or a hazasd quotlent of 0.1. NE » Not Established
(U] EPA Region IV does nol uso comparnisons 10 ARAR/TBC value to scresn COPCs. However, potentinl ARAR/TEC velyes ars SQOL » Sample Quantitation Limit
presentsd in the remocial Qoal option section, as appropriate. ' COPC = Chemvical of Potential Concern
%) Aationate Codes  Sslection Reason: treq O but Historically (HIST) ARAR/TBC = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Reqy /To Be Consid:
. ’ Frequant Dataction (FD) J = Estimated Vate
Tosicity Information Available (T)X) fAaP of mat
Abave Screening Levels (ASL) G = Cescinogenke
Cascinogenic PAMs svaluated as a oroup (CPAH) N = Non-Cercinogenic
NF = Nonfood
Delotion Reason: Infrequent Detection (IFD)
Background Levels (BKG)
No Toxcity intormation (NTX) U1
Essential Nutrient (NUT)
Below Screening Leval (BSL)
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Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentration Summary
{Tables 3.1 thru.3.10-from BHHRA)



TABLE 3.1
MEDIUM-SPECIFIC EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATION SUMMARY
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES .
-FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
|Scanardo Yimelrame: Future
Medium Surface Solt
Exposure Mediurm Surface Soil
Exposure Point: Forest Street Site Proper (Area 1)
I
Chemics! Units " Arithmetle 95% UCL of Maximum Maximum EPC R ble Maxl Centra! Tendency (3}
of Mean (1) Log Normal Detected Qualitier Units
Potential Data (2) Concentration Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium Medlum
Cancern EPC EPC EPC EPC EPC EPC
Value Statistlc Rationale Vatue Statistic Ratlonale
Benzo{a)anthracene ugkg 354 485 120 mohg 0.0485 95 % UCL 95 % UCL. :
Benzo(a)pyrene ug/kg 332 470 680 mg/kg - 0.470 95 % UCL 95 % UCL
Banzo(b)luoranthene upkg 397 NC 820 mg/kg 0.082 MAX MAX
Benxo{b andvor k)fluoranthene® ug/kg 547 1,451 1.800 J o mg/Xkg 0.145 95 % UCL 95 % UCL
Benzo(k)luoranthane ugkg 488 NC 720 mo/kgQ 0.0072 MAX MAX
Chrysena ug/kg 283 502 780 J mg/kg 0.000502 95 % UCL 95 % UCL
Indano{1.2,3-cd)pyrene ughg 306 340 J mg/kg 0.0306 95 % UCL 95 % UCL
CPAH (TEF) up’kg NA NA mg/kg 0.784 NA NA
PCB-1260 ug/kg 353 1,800 mg/kg 0.353 MAX MAX
2,3,7,8-TCDD (TEQ) ng’kg 60.7 200 mg/kg 0.0000607 95 % UCL 95 % UCL
Aluminum mokg 6.073 28,000 mgkg 6,073 95 % UCL 95 % UCL
Antimony mo/kg 19.1 36.5 “mgikg 19.1 95 % UCL 95 % UCL
Arsenic mykg 54 5.7 mg/kg 5.4 95 % UCL 95 % UCL
Barium mg/g 355 530 mg/kg 355 95 % UCL 95 % UCL
Cadmium mg/kg 465 9.4 mg/kg 4.65 95 % UCL 95 % UCL
Chromium (Total) mokg 26 74 J mg/kg 26 95 % UCL 95 % UCL
Copper mg/kg 787 1,800 J mg/kg 787 95 % UCL 95 % UCL
Cyanida mykg 0.43 1.2 mokg 0.43 95 % UCL. 95 % UCL
iron mg/kg 28,826 78,000 mg/kg 28,826 95 % UCL 95 % UCL
Load mo/kg NC 3,500 mg/kg 1,400 Asith. Mean Asith. Mean
Manganesa kg 280 - 120 my/kg 280 95 % UCL 95 % UCL
Veanadium _mokp 13 26 . mblkn 13 95 % UCL 95 % UCL
St Mad D d Value (Max); 95% UCL of Log-transtormed Data (95% UCL-T) ?'

NG - Not Calculated. The 95% UCL was not calculated because the data set contained lass than 10 samples; theretors, the

(1) As an interim procedure, Region IV has adopted a toxicity equivatency factor (TEF) methodology for carcinogenic PAHs based on each compound"
TEFs ware used to convart the concentration of each PAH compound 1o an eguivalent concentration of BAP: Banzo{a)anthracene (0.1), Benzo(a)p!

Chrysene (0.001), Dibenz(a,h)anthracens (1), and Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene (0.1).

(2) Per EPA Region IV guidancé (EPA, 1996a), this column contains the arithmetic average of detacled concentrations only.

(3) Par EPA Region IV guidance (EPA, 1996a), it was assumed that the sampling data are log normally distributed.

(4) Per EPA Reglon IV guidance (EPA, 1996a), the central 1endency evaluation will be presanted in the risk characterization uncenainty section. Further, a ceniral land
media, and chemicals of concem,

“The laboratory reporield the~compound as benzo(b and/ar k)liuoranthene; therefose, the highest TEF was used (i.e.. benzo(b)fluoranthane).

yrene (1),

will be used as the EPC.

s relative potency to the potency of benzo(a)pyrens (BAP). The lollowing
Benzo(b)llucranthene (0.1), Benzo{k)fluoranthene (0.01),

ency evaluation will only be parformed for scenaros,




TABLE 3.2
MEDIUM-SPECIFIC EXPOSURE POINT CONCENT| RATION SUMMARY
i JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
, FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
S Timeframe: Future
Medium: Subsurtace Soll
Exposure Mediume Subsurface Soit
Exposure Point: Forest Sireet Site Propar (Area 1)
l ;
Chemical ‘Units Arlthmetlc 95% UCL of Maximum Maximum EPC R A P Central Tendency (4)
of Mean (2) Log Normat Detected Quatifier Unlis :
Potentlal Data (3) Concentration Med Medi Medii Medium Medium Medium
Concern 1 EPC epc " EPC EPC EPC EPC
Value Stalistic Rstionale Value Statistic RAstlonale
Benzo(a)anthracene ugkg NC 340 J mg/g 0.03¢ Max Max
Benzo{a)pyrene ugkg NC 380 J my/kg 0.380 Max Max
Benzo(band/or k) fluoranthene® up/kg NC 680 J mokg 0.00068 Max Max
Chrysene ughkp NC 340 J moXg 0.00034 Max Max
Dibanzo{a,h)anhracene ughkg NC 40 J moig 0.040 Max Max
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene upkg NC 190 J mg/kg 0.019 Max Max
CPAH TEF(1) up/kg NA N/A mg/kg 0.474 Max Max
2,3,7,6-TCDD (TEQ) ng/kg NA 81 mg/kg 0.000081 Max Max
Aluminum mg/kg 5724 8,700 mo/kg 5.724 Max Max
Antimony mo/kg 269.39 7 J mgkg 77 Max Max
Arsenic mg/Xg 2,030.58 ato0 J mg/xg 310 Max Max
Barlum mg/kg 247,815 1,500 J mg’kg 1.500 Max Max
Cedmium mo/kg 4,045,420 - 13,000 mo/kg 13,000 Max Max
Chormmium (Total) mo/kg 36 70 J mo/kg 36 Max Max
Cobalt mg/hg 1,523 530 J mg/kg 530 Max Max
Copper mokg 113,442,936 71,000 mo/kg 71,000 Max Max
Cyanide mg/kg 0.83 1.25 mgkg 0.83 95 % UCL 95 % UCL
Iron mg/kg 552,832 150,000 mg/kg 150,000 Max Max
Lead mg/Xg NC 5,310 J mo/kg , " 254 Arith, Mean Asith. Mean
Manganese mghg 3,741 1,800 mo/kg 1,800 Max Max
Marcury mg/kg 99.75 13 mg/ikg 13 Max Max
Nickel mokg 615 200 J mg/kg 200 Max Max
Shiver mg/kg 18,640 180 mg/kg 180 Max Max
Thaltium mokg 5,19 7 J mo'kg 5.19 95 % UCL 95 % UCL
Vanadium mo/kg 20,369 2,000 mo/kg 2,000 Max Max
lﬁ_ﬂL mokg 45,128 3,800 m/kg 3,800 Max Max
Statisti A Dy d Vilue (Max); 95% UCL of Log-transformed Data (95% ucL-m

NC - Not Calculated. The 95% UCL was not calculated because the data set containad less than 10 samples; therefors,

(1) As an interim procedure, Region IV has adopted a toxcity equt
TEFs were used to convet the concentration of esach PAH

Chrysens (0.001), Dibenz(a,h)anthracens (1), and Indeno(1,2.3-cd)pyrene (0.1).

y lactor (TEF)
compound to an equivalent concentrati

(2) Per EPA Region IV guidance (EPA, 19964a), this column contains the arithmetic average of d

(3) Per EPA Region IV guidance (EPA, 19964},

(4) Per EPA Region IV guidance (EPA, 1996a),
media, and chemicals of concem.

“The laboratory reported the compound as benzo{b andvor k)fluoranthene; therelore.

the central tendency evaluation wili be presenied in the risk ch ization ur

the highest TEF was used (i.a., benzo(b)lluoranthens).

conce only.

it was assumed that the sampling data are log nomally distributed.

ainly

the maximum detected concentration will be used as the EPC.

gy for carcinogenic PAHs based on each compound's relative potency tothe potency of benzo(a)pyrene (BAP). The following
on of BAP: Benzo(a)anthracene (0.1), Benzo(a)pyrens (1), Benzo(b)luoranthene (0.1), Benzo(k)fiuoranthane (0.01),

. Further. a central tendency evaluation will only be partormed for scenarios,

.
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TABLE 3.3
MEDIUM-SPECIFIC EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATION SUMMARY
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
P FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
v ' : Scenario Timelrame: - Future
w Modiun Surface Soil
Exposura Mediumt Surface Soit
Exposure Point: 1-10/1-95 Inlerchange East
- B, - . ]
Chemics! Units Arlthmetic | 95% UCL of Maximum Maximum EPC R e M Exp Central Tendency (4)
of Mean (2) Log Normal Detected Qusiifter Units .
. Potentlal ’ . Data (3) Concentration Medi Medi di Medi Medi Medium
Concern EPC EPC EPC . EPC EPC EPC
Value Stalletic Aatlonale Value Statistic Rationale

Banzo(a)anthracene ug/kg 710 NC 70 . mg/kg 0.071 Max Max ~
Benxo(a)pyrene uphkg 780 NC 780 my/kg 0.780 Max Max
Benzo(b) fluoranthene® ugkg 930 NC 930 mg/kg 0.093 Max Max
Benzo(k) flucranthene® up/kg 840 NC 840 mg/ko 0.0084 Max Max
Chrysena . ug’ko 770 NC 770 mg/kg 0.00077 Max Max
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrens ug/g 470 NC 470 mg/kg 0.047 Max Max
CPAH TEF(1) ugkg - NA NA NA mg/kg 1.0 Max Max
Arsenic mg/kg 1.59 1.73 31 -mglkg 1.73 95% UCL 95% UCL
Lead ) i mg/kg 320 NC 1,013 mg/kg 320 Asith. Mean Asith. Mean
Sati Mad Di d Va}uo {(Max); 95% UCL of Log-transiomed Data (95% UCL-T)

NC - Not Caleuiated. The 95% UCL was not calculated because the dala se! contained less than 10 samples; therefora, the maximum dotected concentration will be used as the EPC,

(1) As an interim procedure, Reglon IV has adopted a toxcity equivalency tacior (TEF) methodology for carcinogenic PAHs based on each compound's relative p y to the p y of benzo(a)pyrens (BAP). The foliowing
TEFs ware used 1o convert the concentration of each PAH pound lo an equival ion of BAP; B {ayanthra {0.1), Benzo{a)pyrens (1), Benzo{b)liuoranthene (0.1). Banzo(k)luoranthene (0.01),
Chrysene (0.001), Dibenz(a,h)anthracene (1), and indeno(1,2.3-cd)pyrene (0.1). .

@) Per EPA Region IV guldance (EPA, 1996a), this column contains the arithmetic ge of d d conc o only.

) Per EPA Region IV guidance (EPA, 1996a), it was assumed ihat the sampling data are log normaily distributed.

(4) Per EPA Region IV guldance (EPA, 1996a), the central tendency svatuation wiil be p d in the risk characterization uncartainty section, Further, a central tendency evaluation will onty be performed for scanarios,
media, and chermicals of concem.,
*The laboralory reported the pound as b (b and/or k)il h fore, the highest TEF was used (i.e., benzo(b)lluoranthens).



TABLE 3.4
MEDIUM-SPECIFIC EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATION SUMMARY
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES ’
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
|Scenarnio Timeframe: Future
Medium: Subsurface Soit
Exp Madium: Subsurface Soil
Exposure Polint: 1-10/1-95 Interchange East
| T
Chemical Units Arithmetic 95% UCL of M EPC R M Ceniral Tendency (3)
of Mean(1) Log Normat - Detected Quatitier Units
Potential Data(2) Concentration Medium Medlum Medi Med! Medium
Concem EPC EPC EPC EPC EPC EPC
Velue Siatistic Rationsle Value Statistic Rationale
Arsonic mo/kg 68 NC 6.8 mg/kg 68 Max Max )
Lead mokg 140 NC 1,030 mp/kg 140 Arith, Mean Avith, Mean
Statistics; Maximum O 3 Valup {Max); 95% UCL of Log-Iransformed Data (35% UCL-T)

NC - Not Calculated. The 95% UCL was not

(1) Per EPA Region IV guidance (EPA, 19968), this

r.

(2) Per EPA Reglon IV mlama‘ (EPA, 19964), it was assumed that the sampling data are log nommally distributed.

(3) Per EPA Ragion IV guidnnce}EPA. 1996a), the central tend

madia, and chemicals of concem.

the data set i

the

ge of d

y evaluation will be p

ations only.

d less than 10 samples; therefora, the maximum detectad concentration will be used as the EPC.

ted in the risk characlerization uncenainty section. Further, a central tendency evaluation will only be performed for scenardos,
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TABLE 3.5
MEDIUM-SPECIFIC EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATION SUMMARY
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
Scenarno Timeframe: Future
Meodium Surtace Soil
Exposure Modiunx Surface Soil
Exposure Point: 1-10/1-85 interchange Waest
A I
Chemical Units Arithmetic 95% UCL of Maximum Maximum EPC R bl Exp Ceniral Tendency (3)
of Mean(1) Log Normai Detected Qualifter Units
Potential Data(2) Concentration Medium Aed) dh L.
Concen . . EPC EPC EPC EPC EPC EPC
) . Value Stalistlc Retlonale Value Statistlc Rationale
Arsenic mgko 5.7 NC 9.3 mokg 9.3 Max Max
Cyanide mo/kg 16 NC 16 mg/ig 16 Max Max
Lead mp/kg 39 - NC 1.010 mo/kg . 319 Arith. Mean Adith. Mean
For non-detects, 1/2 sample quantitation limit was used as a proxy concentration; for duplicale sample resuits, the average value was usad in the calculation.
St . Maxi D Valus (Max); 95% UCL of Log-transtormed Data (95% UCL-T) v
NC - Not Calculated. The 95% UCL was not calculated because the data sel contained lass than 10 samples; therefore, the maximum detected concentration will be used as the EPC.
{1) Per EPA Region IV guidance (EPA, 1996a), this column contains the arithmelic ge of d d conc lons only.
{2) Per EPA Region IV guidance (EPA, 1996a), it was assumed that the sampling data are log normnally distributed.
(3) Per EPA Ragion IV guldance (EPA, 1996a), the central tendency evaluation will be presented in the risk ch ization L inly section. Further, a central tendency evaluation will only be pedormed for scenarios,

madia, and chericals of concem,
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TABLE 3.6
MEDIUM-SPECIFIC EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATION SUMMARY
JACKSONVILLE ASH SITES
FOREST STREET INCINERATOR
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Mediun Subsuriace Soit
Exposure Medi Subsuriace Soil
Exposure Point; 1-101-95 Intarchange West
Chemicat Unlts Arlthmetlc | 95% UCL of Maximum Maximum EPC R N Exp ~ Central Tendency (3)
of Mean (1) Log Normai Detected Quallfier Units
Potentla) Data (2) Concentration Medium Medl Medi Medi Medi Med|
Concern EPC EPC EPC EPC EPC EPC
Vajue Statistic Rationale Value Statistic Ratfonale
Arserv'_t_:', s mg/kg 7.06 NC 13 mg/kg 13 Max Max
ron - - . mg/kg 41,900 NC 180,000 mokg || 180.000 Max Max
Lead ' mp/kg 384 NG 1,480 mo/kg 384 Asith. Mean Arith. Mean
Statistics; Max Detected Value (Max); 95% UCL of Log-transformed Data {95% UCL-T)

NC - Not Calculated. The 95% UCL was }lm calculated because the data set contained lass than 10 samples; therefore, the maximum datected canceniration will be used as the EPC.

(1) Per EPA Ragion IV guidance (EPA, 19962), this colurmn contains the arithmetic go of d d ions only,
(2) Per EPA Region IV guidance (EPA, 1996a), it was assumad that the sampling data ars log nommally distrbuied.
: : . ' . :,
(3) Per EPA Ragion IV guidance (EPA, 1996a), the central tendency lugtion will be p d in the risk characterization uncertainty section. Further, a central tandency evaluation will

only be performed for scenarios, media, and chemicals of concern.
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